SHABARA-BHASYA 


Translated into English by 

GANGINATHA JHA 


IN THREE VOLUMES 
VOL. Ill 

ADHYlYAS IX-XII 


1936 

Oriental Institute 
Baroda 



Printed by P. Knight at the Baptist Mission. Press, 41a, Lowex’ Circnlar 
Eoad, Calcutta, and Published by Benoytosh Bhattacharyya, 
Director, Oriental Institute, Baroda, on behalf of 
the Government of His Highness the 
Maharaja Gaekwad of Baroda 
at the Oriental Institute, 

Baroda. 


Price Rs. 16-0-0. 



INTRODUCTION. 


My life’s work is finished, with the eompietioii of this work. I am 
thankful that I have lived to complete^ it. ■ But it is sad to contemplate that 
the only: two persons who set me the task— ~iny literary mentor. % Babii 
Govinda-dasa of Benares, and Dr. G. Thibaut of Heidelberg, my colleague 
at^ the Muir College, — are not here to rejoice with' me. ■ The' only thing .1 
can do therefore is to dedicate this to their memory. 

My thanks are due to the Baptist Mission Press, with wliicli it is a 
pleasui'e to work, and then to my pupils-at-the Allahabad University, Pandit 
Ksetresha Chandra Chattopadhyaya and Dr, Umesha Misixra, for help of 
various kinds. 

An elaborate Introduction — am unable, and unfit, to write. I have 
therefore noted a few interesting bits of information that I have been able 
to glean from the Bhasya, relating to its Author. 

Residence, 

(a) On p. 74 (Text Vol. I)^ — ^underSu. 1. 3. 18. — Shabara speaks of the 
SSoutheriiers ’ as ‘Dark-skinned, large-bodied and red-eyed 

(h) Under su. 1. 3, 20. — ^lie speaks of the ‘ Mathura ^ ‘resident of, or 
born at, Mathura 

(c) Under su. 1. 3. 1. — ^the author appears to be familiar with details 
regarding the eating of parched rice ; he says — * One should 
eat the parched ^astihd Rice with milk ; but if he eats parched 
Shdli Rice, he should pour curds over it ’ [ of 

flrpsfW]. 

{d) Under su, 2. 3. 3. — the author says — ‘ Such usage would not be 
contrary to the usage of the Andhras ’ — On this Kumariia 
comments that what the Bhasya refers to is the usage of the 
Dravidas ; who have been spoken of as Andhra \ because 
both the peoples belong to the South. 

(e) Under su. 9. 2. 51. and in one or two other places also, the author 
uses the expression ‘ From the Himalaya down to Kumari ’ 
(in the mxim oi throughout the country). 

(/) Under su. 10, 6. 43. the author says ‘ Dlrghaih heshaih shobhano 
devadatfah \ 

From the above data, no definite conclusion can be deduced. But if 
Kumariia’ s remarks (under (d) above) are relied upon, Shabara would 
appear to be more conversant with the North than with the South ; — and (/) 
also may be taken as indicating greater familiarity with the extreme Korth, 
where long hair was worn. Did he belong to Kashmir or to the further 
West — Taksashild ? 
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Time* 

, Under 6, 1. 12. Sliabara quotes the well-known .verse of the ManmsfnrUi^— 

HhI t ! 

^ If 

introducing it with the words — ^ . This would make the author 

posterior — ^by a long way — to the great Law-giver. 

We' have not been able to hnd anything more definite than this in 
Shabara’s own work — ^relating to his time. 

H© is believed to have been a contemporary of the Clreat Vi kramrulitya ’ ; 
in fact, an old-standing tradition among Pandits would make him the king's 
father — 

x:Tsn I 

Varahamihira, I am told, has now been definitely assigned to tlit^ 4tli 
century A.D. ; the personality of “ Vikremaditya ” is still shrouded in 
mystery ; — -it would not be far wrong to conclude therefore that Sliabara liw?d 
before the 4th century A.D. This would fit in with his postmarUy, to 
“ Bhagavan Upavarsah ”, and priority to Prabhakara, Kumarila and 
Shanka r achar ya. 

Works, 

No other work by Shabara is known, except this BMsya on the Mtmtansa.^ 
Sutras ; but even so, in the body of tliis Bha§ya itself, we find distinct mention 
of another work named ^ Sankarsa\ The expression — ^ Sankarm vaksyafi- 
vaksyate ’ — * this will be explained in the Sankarsa ’“—is found in two places : — 
(1) under Su. 10. 4. 32. and (2) tinder Su. 12. 2. 11. 

Now we have to see what this ^Sanikarm'* is. In the year 1894, 
Mahamahopadhyaya Bama-mishra Shastri brought out an edition of the 
^ Sankar§a-Kdndam\ in the * Pandit’ of Benares, which purports to be a 
comparatively modern coimnentary (written perhaps in the 17th centur\ ) 
on Adhyayas XIII, XIV, XV and XVI of Jaimini’s Sutras, written by one 
Bhaskara-Bhatta, and known as ‘ BJiattachandrikd Prom this the name 
'Sankarsa'* would appear to stand for the ‘supplement’ to Jaimiiii’s Sutras, 
which are popularly knovm to contain only twelve adhyayas. At the time 
that the ‘ ’ was published, there was a general suspicion 

Ahat the work was a spurious one ; though references to tlie name were found 
in Bamanuja’s Shri-Bhasya (3. 3.). It was felt that tlie Sutras, under the 
Kdnda — if Jaimini wrote them— could not have been left imeonuiient<‘(l 
upon by Shabara and other writers. After the lapse of these 40 years, that 
suspicion appears to have been dispelled ; at least so far as the existence of 
a work of the name of ‘ Sankarsa^ is concerned, which Shabara knew of, 
and commented upon. 
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: On looking into the published Bankarsa~Kan4<^, wb find that what Shabara 
refers to. in the first 'point of reference under 10. ' 4. 32. actually' appears in 
the work under Su. 14. 4. 20. (page 65). Shabara has said under 10. 4, 32. • — 

; and in ■ the Sankarsa-Kcmda, in 
14. 4. 20., we find the words There does not 

appear to be much doubt as to the identity of the two references. The 
second point of Shabara’s reference is under Sutra 12. 2. 11.,; where we read 

. In the Sunharsa-Kdnda, the 
only relevant passage appears under Su, 13. 1. 11, But the identity' of the 
two references is not equally clear. — ^Ther© thus can be no doubt that there 
is a section (of Jaimini’s Sutras, perhaps) under the nam© of SSan^arsa % 
and that it has been commented upon by Shabara. Her© is an interesting 
point of investigation for manuscript-hunters and researchers. 

Interestmg Points. 

(a) Under So. 5. 1. 20., we have some sort of an indication of the 
nature of the daily meals : (1) Morning— cakes ; (2) 
midday — various kinds of food, ‘mixed food’ ; (3) afternoon — - 
Modaka, sweets. Apparently there was no evening meal. 

(5) Under Su. 6. 1. 4., Shabara speaks of ‘ Dogs fasting on the fourteenth 
day of the month, and kites fasting on the eighth day ’. 

(c) Under Su. 9. 1. 41., Shabara speaks of theMimamsaka’s ‘Siddhanta ’ 

as ‘not liked by the Ydjnikas ^. — The difference of opinion 
between theory and practice seems to have already set in at 
that early age. 

(d) Under Su. 10. 3. 44., Shabara speaks of ^ . . . . — 

Where w© have an echo of the Vaishesilca ‘ Faddrthas 

(e) Under Su. 10, 3. 45., tliree kinds of ‘wages’ are mentioned: (1) 

; (2) liW-; (3) Does the last stand for 

‘ thanks ’ ? 

(/) Under Su. 7. 1. 4., we find the expression instead of 

the well -knowm . 

{g) Medicinal prescriptions— 

(1) For eye-disease, eat Hice with Mudga pulse, 

— ^under Su. 7, 1. 8. 

(2) For stomach-disease, milkt or ewe's milk, or ?mlk of 

Bekfruit (different readings) — ^under the same 
" ■ , , ■ Sutra. ■ ■ ■ 


During the last several centuries, — at least, from the time that the 
several ‘ Darshmiasangrahas ’ began to be compiled, people have written 
and tallied of the ''Sat darskana', the ‘six systems of Pliilosophy — 
These six ‘ systems of Philosophy (Indian) have been declared to be — 
(1) " Sdnkhya\ (2) ‘ Yoga f Nydy a \ (4) ‘ Yaisliesika' , (5) " Minmmsd » 
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and (6) ‘ Vedanta \ — Such has been the long-established tradition. As a 
matter of fact, however, one would not be far wrong in saying that there 
are ■ only ‘ systems’, and each ‘system’ is presented to us in the form 
of tliree ‘ pairs — each' member of ■ the. pair being ‘ complementary ’ of the' 
other. , 

For instance, ' SMJeJuja" and ' Yoga^ form one pair, — the theoretical 
‘ pliilosopliy ’ being supplied by the former and the practical method of 
realising these ‘philosophical’ truths being taught by the latter; it is for 
this reason that in the older literature both these systems bore llie cominois 
name of ‘ SanTchya ’ ; but later on, when people began — and wrongly began— 
to separate the two, the former came to be designated as ‘ Nimhmni-Sdiihhya ’ 
‘ without God’ — on the ground that the ‘ Sahkhya, ’ texts do not 

posit an ^lshvara\ — ^and the latter ^ Seshmra-SdnkhyaV {SdnMya with 
God) — on the ground that the Yoga^sutras do posit an Is/rmm, even thougli 
only for the piirposes of worship and meditation. 

The case of ‘ Nydya ’ and ‘ Vaiskesika ’ is somewhat diherent. The 
Sutras of both ‘ systems ’ contain ‘ philosophical ’ matter ; though evim 
here much of the ‘ philosophical ’ factor has been borrowed from, or t aken for 
granted as expounded by, the sister system ; and the Nydya -hhasya hos 
declared that such of the Vaiskesika doctrines as are not actually denied 
in Nydya should be taken to be accepted by the latter, [vide — Blalss'a on 
Nydyasutra 1. 1. 4]. The avowed aim also of the Siltras of Nydya appear:^ 
to be the propounding of a scheme of investigatioxi and discussion regarding 
the truths of pliilosophy ; as in their opinion, any Icnovdodge acquired l)y 
other methods remains shaky until it is confirmed by such investigation. 
Thus there is sufficient reason for regarding the Nydya and Vaisesika nlso 
as complementary. 

Lastly as regards ‘ Mmidmsd ’ and ‘ Vedanta there has ne\’er l3een 
any Justification for regarding them as two distinct ‘ Systems They hart* 
been always known as ‘ Pfirw ’ (Preliminary) dllmunwa and "U tiara" 
j (Pinal) Mmid?nsd, The Purva-Mhnamsd has never claimed to be a ‘ darskana. 
fa ‘ system of philosophy ’ ; in fact, so far as the Sutra is coneorned, it doe> 
!not take note of any philosophical ’ topic. If the later commentators havt‘ 
introduced such topics as the ‘ soul ’ and the Apurmh it is oidy as 
Icorollary to its main and one topic of ‘ Dharma \ If there is no ‘ Apdrra ’ 
and if there is no ‘ soul there can be no point in understanding or |)er form- 
ing Dharma, one’s Duty ; hence these have been set forth ; the ‘ 8oui ’ has 
been specially emphasised ; but simply asserted ; and the earlier writers haw* 
dehberately referred the student to the sister-system for detailed information. 
Says Kumar ila at the end of the Atma-mda section of the Shloknmrtika — 

That is — ‘ with a view to set aside Atheism (which in Indian l^liiiosopln* 
stands for the view that “ There is no soul, there is no region other than 
the physical earth”), the author of the Bhdsya has asserted the existence 
of the Soul on the basis of reasons;, the knowledge of tliis (Soul) attains 
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confirmation' ■ by the study of -the Vedanta \ Her© ; ‘ Vedanta ’ evidently 
stands for the Hpanisads and their study incorporated in the Brahmasutras, 

■We are alive to the fact that later^ on differences between: the two systems 
cropj)ed up regarding small details; but there has never arisen any con- 
troversy on the main issues. The Vedanta finds its ultimate sanction in 
the Vedic texts, and as regards the authority of the Vedas, it accepts the 
conclusions of the sister -system. For all practical purposes, the Vedantin 
accepts the tenets of the Mlmdmsd ; — Whence the saying ^ V^dvahdre bhafla- 
nayah' oiiVTeiit among writers on Vedanta, 

The above facts also accotmt for the designation of Mlmdmsd proper as 
' Furva^ and of that of the Vedanta as ‘ Uttara\ For the enquiry into 
Brahman — ^ Brahmajijndsd^— and. this enquiry can be carried on only on 
the basis of Vedic texts, — it is necessary that the authority and r©iiabiiit\' 
of the Veda- should be established beyond doubt, and then, that certain 
methods of interpreting those texts should b© elaborated, in order to prevent 
confusion in course of the study of the vast mass of Vedic material. These 
two requirements have been met by Mimdmsd proper ; and on the basis 
of this ‘ Purva \ Preliminary, Mlmdmsd, the Vedantin has raised his edifice 
of Vedanta proper, called on that account the ‘ UUara% Final, Mlmd^nsd. 
And it is interesting to note that on the subject of MoTcsa, the final aim of 
man, the views of the great Mlmdmsaha do not differ much from the 
orthodox ‘ Vedanta ’ view. 

Of course, one cannot be blind to the fact that among the later con- 
troversies, this ' brotherhood ’ (or ‘ sisterhood ’ ) was lost sight of, and 
greater stress began to be laid upon differences regarding non-essentials 
than on agreements regarding essentials. 

This is how the idea of the ‘ Six Systems of Indian Philosophy ^ came to 
be evolved. Tiiis also is the reason why there is practically no ‘ philosophical ’ 
topic discussed by Jaimini in hxs Sutras. — ^Having propounded the subject 
of his enquiry, Dharma (Sutras),— he provides a definition of this Dharma f 
as ‘ what the Veda enjoins as beneficial ’ (Sutra 2),— it explains why the 
ordinary means of Oogiiition, Perception, Inference and the rest, cannot be 
of much use in this connection (Su. 4),- — and how word (Verbal Authority) 
can be the only infallible guide in this matter (Su. 5) he then ex|)iains in 
the rest of the first Patfa, how and why the Veda is to be accepted as an 
infallible source of knowledge this is followed, in the rest of Adhydya I, 
by a detailed examination of the question as to which i^ortions of the 
Veda are to be regarded as actually laying down what should ]:>e done or 
what should not be done. Having thus cleared the ground in the first 
Adhydya, he proceeds in the remaining eleven Adhyayas to set forth in 
detail the methods of interpreting Vedic texts. 

Unfortunately for modern Hindus, the examples that Jaimini chose for 
illustrating his xules of interpretation were ail from sacrificial Rituals. 
Nattu'ally during his time, every Brahmana was familiaf with these Rituals, 
and hence they were regarded as providing most suitable illustrative examples. 
Latterly, however. Sacrificial Ritual has gradually all but disappeared from 
the life of the Hindus ; and this has led to the neglect of the study of the 



X 


INTEOBUCTIOK. 


Mlmwmsa-shastra. Even so,, if eonfinnes to. be recognised, tliat tiie.. rules 
'tliat Jaimiiii evolved are still found useful fn ' tlie interpretation of .Law- 
texts. ; and they have been -so widely used that there is no important Legal 
Digest which does, not draw upon the' ‘ Nyayas ’ of .Jaimini. On© of these 
tNyayas h— rather the misunderstanding of it— has altered the whole tre,iid 
of .the Law of Adoption in B,ombay, 6ve.n in our own day. . [See Preface to 
the writer’s * Hindu Law in its Sources’, VoL II]. 

. It is hoped' the translation now placed before ■ the public will go s.ome' 
wa^y. towards the dispelling of certain misconceptions ,that have ga.iiiecl 
ground in the learned legal world of the present day. I know this hope is 
much too extravagant. Biit who knows ? 
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ADHYAYA IX. 

PADA I. 

ADHiKAEAisrA (1): At the Agnihotra and other sacrifices ^ 
the Details are proinpted hy, — laid down for the . 
purp^ose of accomp)lishing — the Aptirva'^^ 

Transcendental Result 

SUTRA (1). 

That which is the objective- of . the Sacrifice , is the principal 

-■ ■ factor; AS- THAT IS WHAT IS ENJOINED - HENCE THE" 

eaibellishment of the substances must be regarded 
AS prompted by that ; specially because it 

IS MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhcisya, 

In the Eighth Discourse we have finished the consideration of particular 
cases of Transference of details ; we are now going to deal with cases of 
'^'Oha\ ‘Modification’, (of Details). — ‘Modification’ is of three kinds — as 
bearing upon (1) the antra, (2) the Sdman, and (3) the Samskdra (Em- 
bellishment ). — It is this Modification that will be the main subject of 
consideration (in this, the Ninth Discourse), though other subjects also 
are going to be dealt with, some by way of Introduction and others as 
arising out of the main theme. 

[We have seen that in several cases, the Details of one sacrifice are transferied 
to another sacrifice. In some cases, it so happens that the particular detail so 
tran.sfi:‘iTed does not quite fit in with the other details of the sacrifice to which 
it has been transferred. In this case therefore, the detail transferred is ‘ modified ’ 
to suit the exigencies of the sacrifice to which it has been transferred. It is this 
■ inodifleation ’ that is going to be dealt with in Discourse IX.] 


{A) [Fwst Explanation.] 

As a necessary preliminary to the Discourse, what we have to consider 
first of ail is the following matter, in regard to the Agnihotra, the Darsha- 
Piiryyiindsa and tlie Jyotistmna, in eoimeetion with which separate details 
liave been prescribed. — In regard to these the question that has to be 
considered is — Are these Details prompted by (performed for the purpose 
of accomplishing) the Transcendental Eesult , — or by the Sacrificial Act ? — 
If are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then alone can 

IHIoclifieation be possible ; if, on the other hand, they are prompted by the 
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Sacrificial Act, then there would be a commixtrue of the Details.— How 
SQ 9 ” — All saerifices sacrifwial acts when any Details are 

enjoined in reference to the genus ' sacrifice % which is what is denoted by 
the root ‘to sacrifice they naturally appertain %o all sacrifices [if tlie 
details are prompted by the Sacrificial Act] ; [so that in this ease there would 
be no justification for any ‘modification’]; — if, on the other hand, the 
Details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, then, a.s each, sacrifice 
leads to a distinct Transcendental Result, the Details laid down in con- 
nection with a specific Transcendental Result, could become connected 
with another such Result only in a specific form; hence in this case, 
‘Modification’ would be possible (and necessary). 

[A preliminary objection is raised] — “ All this has been aheady discussed 
and finalljr settled in Discourse VII [Adhiharana I of Piida I) 

Answer — -That same conclusion is again recalled here for tlie purpose 
of introducing the following discussions. — Or, the present discussion iimj be 
taken as meant for explaining things not already explained on the previous 
occasion. — 

“ What is that thing ? ” 

It is this- — that the Embellishment of the substances must be regarded as, 
prompted by tJiaf specially because it is all meant for that purpose. — For one 
who is going to expound ‘ Modification the assertion of this fact is 
necessary because it is only thus that Modification is possible ; this fact 
was not asserted on the previous occasion (in Discourse VII), as there was 
no need for it there ; all that was considered there was the question wdiether 
the Details were restricted to each Context— or w’^ere they all to be employed 
in all cases ? — The consideration of this question would be possible in 
both cases — i.e. if the details are prompted by the Transcendental Result, 
as also if they are prompted by the Sacrificial Act ; — ^but it could not be 
so if the Embellishment of substances were for the pmposes of the ‘I’rans- 
cendental Result ; — and it is this latter fact that is established here ; — on 
the previous occasion, the fact of the Details being prompted by the Trans- 
cendental Result, — even though not mentioned in the Sutra, — liad been 
taken up for the purpose of facilitating the biisiness of discussion. — TIuss 
then there is no needless repetition here (of what has already gone under 
Discourse VII). 


(B) [Second Explanation.] 

Or, what we are going to discuss later on is a totally different question : 
— Are the details contingent upon the sacrificial act, bnt tnxmiptcd }>y tlie 
Transcendental Result ? — Or are they both contingent upon, and pro^njdcd 
by, the Transcendental Result ? — ^And for the present, we are only con- 
sidering the question whether the Details are pro7npted by the Transcendental 
Result or by the Sacrificial Act ? 

On this question, the Purvapahea view is that — “the Details are 
prompted by the Sacrificial Act ; — ^why so ? — ^l>eeause it is with tlie term 
*to sacrifice’ that the entire Procedure is correlated, — the meaning of the 
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injunctions being — ‘ In this manner should the sacrificial act be performed ^ 
or ‘such and such a result should be brought about by the Sacrificial Act 
performed in such and such a manner 

In answer to this we have the iollowing Siddhdnta i — That which is 
the oh jectM^e oi ^he^m denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ (i.e. the Sacrificial 
Act) is the principal factor ; it is that which is enjoined as to be accomplished 
{by the Sacrifice) ; and the Procedure should appertain to that wMch is 
meant to be accomplished (by the Act), — ^It has been argued that— “ the 
details are correlated with the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ — Our answer to this 

is as follows : — Whatever Embellishment is there — ^in the substances, as also 
in the Sacrificial Act, — must he regarded as prompted by that, — ^i.e. prompted 
by the Transcendental Result (to be accomplished by means of the Act of 
Sacrifice), because the Sacrificial Act — -is meant for that purpose ; the 
substances also are related to the Details only as related to the 
Transcendental Result,— not on their own account. Because there is no 
mutual need between the Details and wdiat is denoted by the root ('to 
sacrifice ’) ; it is hj ivhat is denoted by the qfflv {In jmictive) tlmt the Procedure 
is needed, — the form of the requirement being — 'in what manner is the 
Desired Result to be accomplished ? and not ‘ what is the form of the 
Sacrifice "tf — From tliis it follows that the Procedure should be connected 
with that which is meant to he accomplished ; and it is the Transcendental 
Result that is meant to he accomplished ; — -hence the Details should be taken 
as prompted by the Ti*anscendental Result. 


(C) [Third Explanation,] 

In regard to the same instances, we proceed to discuss the question — 
Ai'e the Details contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, and prompted by the 
Transcendental Result ? Or are they both contingent upon, and promx>ted 
hj, the Transcendental Result 1 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows: — “The Details 
are contingent upon the Sacrificial Act, and prompted by the Transcendental 
Result ? — ^\¥hy so ? — Because nothing can be contingent upon, as well 
as prompted by, the same thing ; the Prompter of the Details is that for the 
purpose whereof they are performed ; and their Contingent Cause is that 
during whose existence they ai’e performed ; — and one and the same word 
cannot express the idea that ' the details are performed for the purpose of 
the Transcendental Result as also the idea that ' they exist while the 
Transcendental Result exists ’ ; in fact the words expressive of the Details 
l:)eing for the purpose of the Transcendental Result would be entirely different 
from those expressive of them as existing while the Transcendental Result 
exists. — On the other hand, if the Details are taken as contingent upon the 
Sacrificial Act, then there is the verbal expression ' The Result should be 
accomplished by means of the sacrifice in such and such a manner (by 
adopting these details) ’ ; which means that when the sacrifice is there, 
then the Details help in the accomplisliment of the Transcendental Result, — 
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but if the sacrifice is not there, then they do not render any such help.— From 
tliis it follows that the Details are coyitingent upon the Sacrificial Act, but 
promjoted by the Transcendental Result.” 

In answer to tlie above, we have the following Siddhcmta :~-Tkal udiivJi 
is the objective of the sacrifice is the principal factor , — ^i.e. that ufiiieli is ineant 
to be accomplished by means of the Sacrificial Act ; — because that is what 
is enjoined as leading to the desired result; — ^henee all the embellislunent 
that there is — in connection with the Sacrificial Act and the substances 
appertaining thereto, — should be regarded us prompted by the Transccndcntid 
BesuU ; because all those embellishments are performed with the view tha t 
they are conducive to that Result"; and they are not concerned with thi^ 
accomplishment of the Sacrifice ; in fact, in the entire bocI\’ of texts laying 
down the act, the Embellishments are correlated with wliat is denoted 
by the (Injunctive) affix ; as it is this latter, and not what is denoted by the 
verbal root, that stands in need of such correlation. — -From this it follows 
that the Details are contingent upon, as well as prompted by, the 
Transcendental Result. 

It has been argued that “ it is not possible for the Transcendental 
Result to be the Prompter as well as the Contingent Ca/use, as the \'erl)ai 
expression in the two cases must be entirely different”. — Our ansu'er to 
tliis is as follows ; — That the Transcendental Result is tlie jU’cmpter of the 
Details is what is declared in the scriptural texts themselves ; as f<jr the 
fact of its being also the contingent cause, that is not expressed directly 
by the words of the text ; but it follow’s from the generally recognised fac-t 
that when one tiling is prompted by another, the latter is also the contingejit 
cause of the former ; for instance, the Garden is the prompter as well as the 
contingent cause of the payment of the wages to the Gardener ; lnH/ausc 
it is only when the Garden is there tliat wages are paid to the Gardeuta* ; and 
the man is related to the wages for the purpose of maintaining the tlarden. 

From all this it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is the 
prompter as well as the contingent cause of the Details. 


Adhikarana (2) : ' Proksana \ ^ Besprinkling ’y is 

prompted hy the Transcendental Result. 

SUTRA (2). 

‘[POevapaksa] — ''Things that aee done in connection with an 

® EMBELLISmiENT ’ AEE FOE . THAT PIJEPOSE, AND HENCE THE 
DETAIL IN QUESTION SHOULD BE EEGAEDED AS PEOMPTBD 

BY THAT (Embellishment).’’ 

Blidsya, 

In conneetion with the Darsha-Pwrnwmdsa^ we read—' One threshes 
the corn with pestie, and mortar that, have been besprinkled ; one grinds it 
with the grinding slab and stone that have been besprinkled 

In connection with tliis, there arises the question — Is the ' besprinkling ’ 
prompted by the threshing and the grinding ? — Or by the Transcendental 
"Result ? 

On tills question, the Purvapaksa view?- is as follows The 
' besprinkling’ which is done in connection with an "Embellishment^ — in the 
form of the 'Threshing and Grinding’, — shotdd be regarded as prompted by 
that — i.e. by that Embellishment. — ‘ Threshing and Cfrlnding being embellish- 
inents, how^ can the Besprinkling be regarded as prompted by them ? 
Because they are for that pivrpose ; as a matter of fact, one thing is said to 
be the ‘ promjiter ’ of another when the latter serves to accomplish the 
former ; so that, if it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by 
the Besprinlding, then this Besprinkling should be regarded as prompted 
by the Transcendental Result ; but if it is the Threshing and Gri/nding that 
are accomplished by the Besprinkling, then the Besprinkling should be 
regarded as prompted by the Threshing and Grinding. — From the Context, 
it follows that it is the Transcendental Result that is accomplished by the 
BesprinkUng,-— -while from Syntactical Conneetion, it is clear that the 
Threshing and Grinding are accomplished by the Besprinkling ; — and 
Syntactical Connection is stronger in authority than Context. — [Hence it 
follows that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing- and GidndingY^ 

The following objection is ' raised against the Purvapaksa — ' The 
Besprinkling may be done at the Threshing and Grinding ; and it may yet 
serve the purpose of accomplishing the Transcendental Result [so that ' 
though it may be continge7ii upon the Threshing and Grinding, it W'ould be 
prompted by the Transcendental Result]. In this %vay the S;vmtacticai 
Connection and the Context, both would be honoured’. 

To this tlie Purmpaksin makes the following answer — It is not possible 
to honom* both (Sjmtactical Connection and Context). The mere fact 
of a certain thing being mentioned in a certain context does not necessarily 
imply that that thing has been laid dowm for the sake of the subject-matter 
of the Context ; all that the fact of a tiling mentioned in a certain Context 



1422 


SHABARA-BHASYA : 


means is that it is syntactically connected with the subject-matter of tb(. 
Context ; and it is from this Syntactical Connection that it follows tliat the 
thing is meant to serve the purposes of that subject-matter. [This is wliar 
happens in regard to the relation between the Besprinldhin and the 
Transcendental Result]. On the other hand, the Syntactical Connection of 
the BesprinJcUng is with the Threshing and Grinding which are (lire(?tly 
perceptible (mentioned in the text); — ^this direct Syntactical Connection 
(of the Besprinkling, with the Threshing and Grinding) sets aside its indin‘ct 
(inferred) Syntactical Connection with the subject-matter of the Context 
(i.e. Transcendental Result). Nor is it possible for the Besjyr inkling to be 
syntactically connected with both (Transcendental Result and Threshing 
and Grinding) at one and the same time; because when it is syntaci icrdly 
connected with one, it has all its requirements fultilled throtigh tiiat, and 
hence there is no rea,son for connecting it with. an>'tiiing else. — Thus, no 
vSyntactical Connection of the being possible with, the subject - 

matter of the Context, it cannot be held to ser\'e tlie purpose of the 
Transcendental Result.” 

Objection to the Piirvapaksa — ' The Threshing and Grinding do certainly 
serve the piu*pose of accomplislung the Tx'anscendental Result ; and as the 
Besprinkling subserves the purposes of the Threshing and Grinding, it 
must be taken as helping the Transcendental Result ’. 

The Purvapaksin answers — “It is true that the Besprinkling helps 
the Transcendental Result indirectly (mediately) ; but that does not malce 
it ‘ prompted by the Transcendental Result h There are two kinds of 
subsidiaries that help a subsidiary — (1) that wiiich is connected with a 
particular subsidiary on the ground that this subsidiary- is peculiar to a 
certrain Transcendental Result, and (2) that which is connected with the 
subsidiary inherently on its own account, irrespectively of an%' connection 
with a Transcendental Result : — ^Now of these two kinds, that set of Details 
alone is regarded as * prompted by the Transcendental Result ’ which is 
connected with the particular subsidiary through its relationship to the 
Transcendental Result ; — and such a set of Details has to be ^ modified ’ 
in the Retype or in other cases where the subsidiary is used for the same 
purpose. In the other case, however, where the connection of the Detail 
rests upon the form of the subsidiary itself (independently of any 
Transcendental Result), — the Detail is regarded to be ' prompt(?d by itself \ 
Even though, even in this latter case, the subsidiary equipped with the 
particular detail does bring about a Transcendental Result, yet the 
Transcendental Result, being thus accomplished, does not become tiie 
cause (the incentive, the prompter) of the employment of that Detail ; that 
is, it is not by reason of the presence of the Transcendental Result by its(4f 
that the particular Detail is employed. — ^In tliis latter case, either in the 
Ectype or in any other thing, the Transcendental Result not being there, 
there is no ‘ modification h — Such being the case, the right course can be 
determined only on the basis of Syntactical Connection; that is, if the 
Syntactical Connection signifies that the Transcendental Result is the cause 
(of the Employment of the Detail), then that Detail has to be regarded as 
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‘ prompted by the Transcendental Result " ; if it signifies that the subsidiary 
itself is the cause of the employment of the Detail, then that Detail has 
to be regarded as ‘ prompted by the subsidiary ’.—It has been already 
pointed out that, in the case in question, the idea of the detail being 
prompted by the Transcendental Result is based upon Context:, while that 
of its being prompted by the subsidiary itself is based on Syntactical 
^ ComiecUon^—’Km.QQ' it follows that the Besprinklmg is prompted by 
Threshing and Grinding, and that whenever there are Threshing and 
Grinding, they have to be accompanied by Besprinkling 

SUTRA (3). 

[SiDDHAXTA] — I x BEALITY, THE EELATIOXSHIP OF THE DETAIL IN 

QUESTION WITH THAT THING IS DUE TO ITS CONNECTION WITH 
THE ' SaCBIFICE ’ ; HENCE THE DETAIL SHOULD BE 
EEGABDED AS PBOMPTED BY THE " SaCBIFICE " ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS 
FOR THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purvapahsa* 

It is not true that the Besprinkling is prompted by Threshing and 
Grinding. In fact, it is because there is connection between ‘ that thing 
i.e. Threshing or Grinding, — with the Transcendental Result, — that the 
former is related to the Besprinkling ; that is, the connection between the 
Treshing -Grinding and the Embellishment of Besprinkling is brought 
about tlirough the accomplishment of a particular Transcendental Result, — 
and not through the Threshing -Grinding itself.^ — Why ? — ^Because the 
Threshing and Grinding by themselves serve no useful pm'pose ; hence if the 
Besprinkling were prompted by them, that also would be useless. Hence the 
Besprinkling cannot be regarded as prompted by Threshing and Grinding. 

Objection — “ The Threshing and Grinding are helpful to the Trans- 
cendental Result ; they are not useless.” 

Answer — -[According to the Purvapakml there is no connection between 
the Besprinkling and the Transcendental Result ; in fact (under this view), 
even if the Besprinkling were not done, the Threshing and Grinding would 
not fail in bringing about the Transcendental Result. So that, even though 
the Threshing and Grinding were helpful to the Transcendental Result, 
the Besprinkling connected with those two would serve no useful purpose. 

Opponent — “ That purpose for which the Threshing and Grinding are* 
done can be accomplished by these two when they are connected with 
the Besprinkling, not otherwise. [In this way, the Besprinkling serves a 
most useful purpose.]” 

Answer — ^There is no scriptural text declaring that this is so. 

Opponent — This same text that we are considering declares this, — ^How^ ? 
— ^It says that — ‘ One threshes the corn with the pestle and mortar that have 
been besprinkled ; one grinds the corn with the grinding slab and stone 
that have been washed ’ — this clearly means that ‘ what is done by the 
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ThresMng B>ia.d the is ' done, .'by them as connected with 

Besprinhling^ ; and thus the Besprinkling is really connected with what is 
brought about by the Threshing s^nd Grinding, — not with these 

Answer— It is not so. If it is true that what is brought about b>^ the 
Threshing and Grinding becomes connected with Besprinlding, — then there 
can be no connection of the Besprinkling with that thing at all. Because 
that thing is brought aboxit by the Threshing and Grinding ; xx’liat tiien is 
there that would be brought about by the Besprinkling t — If tlie eonnectiou 
were meant to be that “ the Transcendental Result is brought about by th<‘ 
besprinkled {implements, Pestle, etc,)”, — in that case it could not f)e said 
to be brought about by the Threshing or the Grinding.— 11 it l:)e urged tliat 
— the connection of these two also is asserted (to be what brings about the 
Transcendental Result) ”, — then the assertion of ^several connect ions wouh! 
lead to syntactical split. — Thus then, we conclude that, inasniuch as by 
being connected with the Threshing and the Grinding, the Besprinliing uauild 
become useless, it must be taken to be connected with the Trauseendental 
Result, on the basis of Context. 

Ojyponent — “ In that case, there would be no connection, with tlie 
Threshing and Grinding."^ 

There would certainly be connection with them, we reply. — “H<.)W ? ” — 
In the case in question, when the man proceeds to do the Threshing, there 
are two results accomplished — (1) the act oi Threshing itself, and (2) the 
preparation of the Rice ; and indirectly there comes about the aecoriiplisJi- 
ment of a peculiar Transcendental Result ; because the preparation of the 
Rice is a help rendered to the Transcendental Result,— -and tliis help is 
meant to be rendered by the act of Th7'eshing ; and thus the Besprinkling 
comes to be connected with it (but indirectly). — Though it is true that, if 
the Besprinkling is connected with the act of Threshing itself, such eoiineetion 
would be one that is directly asserted ; but in that case it would become 
useless (as explained above) ; hence we have recoiii’se to the indnect 
connection ; specially because such Indirect Indication is something 
perceptible and as such more reasonable than the assumption of so met king 
entirely imperceptible. In fact, the Threshing is not an indirect suf,>sidiar\' 
bringing about tlie Transcendental Resixlt ; the helj) that it renders (by 
preparing the Rice) is a perceptible one, and, through some invisible c*apaeit> ? 
it renders that heli^ in the right manner. Even if the Besjyrinkling did 
bring about the Transcendental Result, in so far as it would be eomieeted. 
with mere Threshing, and not with any kind of benefit rendered l:)y itself,-™ 
it would serve no useful purpose at all. Hence the Besprinldhig siioulxl be 
taken as connected with a particular benefit througli the act of Threshing. 
It is for this reason that even when an act other than Threshing serves 
the same ptupovse as the Threshing, — ^it takes the Besprinkling ; foi* instane<% 
in the case where the rice is prepared by tearing away the husks \\ith nails, 
— where the Besprinkling is done to the nails. 

From all this it follows that all details like Besprinkling are pro), opted 
by the Transcendental Result. 


Adhikarana (3) : (Represented by another interpretation 
of Sutras 2 and 3). 



j 


Is 


The varying degrees of tone or pitch — High and Lotv — 
are prompted by the Subsidiary Transcende^ital 

Result. 

Bhdsya, 

The two Suims 2 and 3 may be taken as embodying the following: 
AdMJcaranav — 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; in connection with that, it is laid 
down- — ‘ At the Dlksanlyd sacrifice, one should recite with as much voice 
as one likes, — at the Prdyamyd, with low voice, — at the Atithyd, with still 
lower voice, — at the C/pasarfe, silently 

In regard to tliis, there arises the following question : — Are all these 
cletails (regarding the Pitch of Voice) prompted by (to be adopted for the 
purpose of bringing about) the Final Main Transcendental Result (of the 
Jyotistoma) ? Or by the subsidiary Transcendental Results of the Dlksanlyd 
and other subsidiary sacrifices ? 

On this question, the Purva/paksa view (embodied in Sutra 2) is as 
follows : The Detail in question is used in connection with the subsidiary 

Transcendental Result of the Dlksanlyd and other subsidiary sacrifices, — 
but this Transcendental Result only serves as an ‘Embellishment’ of 
the Main Final Transcendental Result (of the Jyotistoma) ; — from this it 
follows that the said Detail subserves the purposes of this Final Trans- 
cendental Result ;■ — and this show\s that the Dlksamyd and the other 
subsidiary sacrifices also only subserve the purpose of that Final Result ; 
specially because it is only the Final Result that brings the fruit of the 
Sacrifice, and it is this Fruit wdiich is understood to be what is to be accom- 
plished by means of the Sacrifice; this cannot be said of the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result, which brings no fruit at all 

In answer to this w'e have the following Slddlidnia (embodied in Sutra 
3) It is because the Final Transcendental Result is related to "that thing ’ — 
i.e. tlie set of subsidiary sacrifices, Dlksanlyd and the rest, — that Details 
like those under consideration become connected w'ith that Result, 
hrom this it foliow's that details like these are prompted by the subsidiary 
sacrifices. In tiiis sense we would have the Direct Assertion of the Vedic 
Text ; wdiile in the other sense, recourse would be necessary to indirect 
figurative interpretation. — Nor is the Transcendental Result of the 
Dlksanlyd. and other subsidiary sacrifices entirely useless ; it actually helps 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice. As a matter of fact, the subsidiary Transcendental 
Result of the Prdyanlyd and other subsidiary sacrifices wnuld never be acconi- 
plished without some such Detail as that under consideration, — as in the 
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case of tlie act of Threshing and Grinding (in the foregoing Adhlkarana), 
— It might be argued that— “ this subsidiary Transcendental. Result \TOuld 
come about without any such Detail — But that is not possible. — Wiiy ? — 
Because that Transcendental Result also is cognised only l^y means of the 
Vedie Word; in fact, before the Vedic Text appears, the fact that 'there is 
such a thing as the Transcendental Result in question ’ is not known by 
any other means of cognition ; — hence in matters like these, which are 
amenable to only one means of Cognition in the shape of the Vedic Word, 
we liave to accept as true what that word says ; — and in the case in quest ioii 
the Vedie Word clearly asserts that the Detail in question is helpful to 
the subsidiary Transcendental Result of the Prdganiyd and other subsidiary 
sacrifices, — and not to the Main Final Transcendental Result. — On the 
strength of the same Vedic Word, it also follows that the subsidiary 
Transcendental Result continues to exist undiminished and intact until tht^ 
accomplishment of the Final Main Transcendental Result; so that the 
Detail subsisting in it will not pass on to the Final Result ; and yet even 
so, it serves a useful purpose. — ^Frorn all this it follows that Details like 
those in question are prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Results. 

Question — “ What is the purpose served by all tliis discussion ? What 
happens if either the PurvapaJcsa or the Siddhanta view is accepted ? 

Answer — In connection with the AshvamMha sacrifice, wo read — * The 
Traidhdtavlyd takes the place of the Diksaniyd ’ ; — now if the details relating 
to the Pitch were prompted by the Final Transcendental Result (as held 
by the Purvapaksa), — then, as tied down to that Result, the detail laid down 
in connection with the Diksaniyd would have to be adopted at the Traidha- 
tavlyd which takes the place of the Diksaniyd ; — if, on the other hand, the 
detail in question were prompted by the subsidiary Transcendental Result 
of the Agni~V imu-offering, — then, inasmuch as the Final Transcendental 
Result would not be the Transcendental Result of the AgyilA^imu-offering^ 
— the Transcendental Result of the Traidhdtaviyd would not become con,* 
nected with the Detail in question. 


Adhikaeana (4) : Details relating to the Fruit ' and the 
Deity' are prompted by the Transcendental 

Result 

SUTRA (4). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA] — ''T he Fbuit . akd the Deity ' ALSO [have the 

CHARACTER OF BEING THE PROMPTER OF DETAILS]/’ 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices laid clown in the text— 
"Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Darsha--Purnamdsa sacrifices’. 
Ill connection with these we find a cei'tain detail connected with the 
"Fruit’, as also one connected with the Deity; for instance, the Detail 
connected with the Fruit (Heaven) is the Mantra, " Aganma svah, etc. 
and the Detail connected with the Deity [Agni) is the Mantra, ' Agnerujjiti 
— manujjesam, eteJ 

In regard to these details, there arises the question — Is Heaven the 
prompter of the act (reciting of the Mantra) which is connected with 
Heaven ? and Agni and other deities are the prompter of the act (reciting 
of the Mant/ra) wliich is connected with those deities ?— Or in both cases, 
the act is prompted by the Transcendental Result ?— If the first mantra is 
construed to mean that " We have reached Heaven and the second mantra 
to mean that " We have passed over the glories of Agni, etc. then the 
act would be regarded as prompted by Heaven and by Agni, etc. ; — on the 
other hand, if the finst mantra is construed to mean that ‘ We have obtained 
the fruit of the Darsha-Purnamdsa and the second mantra to mean that 
"We have passed over the glories of the deities of the Darsha-Purnaindsat 
— ^then the act would be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental 
Result. 

On tills question, the Purvapahsa yimr is as follows: — ""The act in 
question should be regarded as prompted by Heaven and by Agni, etc. — 
Why ? — ^Because of the force of the nmntra-t&Kt ; that is, it is understood 
that that should be declared (to be the prompter) which is spoken of by the 
Mantra; — and the Mantra directly speaks of Heaven and of etc., 

and it is only by indirect indication that it can speak of the Fruit and 
Deities of the Darsha-Purnamdsa. — ^Hence it follows that the Detail in 
question must be taken as prompted by the Fruit and the Deities spoken 
of by the Mant7*as — -i.e. Heaven and Agni, etc.” 
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SUTRA (5). 

[SidehInta]— Not so; by bbason of the Injunction, it is 

SUBSBBVIENT TO THE TbANSOENBENTAL ReSULT. 

BMsya, 

It is not true that the Detail in question is prompted by tlie Fruit and 
the Deities ; as a matter of fact, by reason of the Injiimliori. it siioul<l bo 
sitbserment to the Transcendental Result ; that which is enjoined as briiiging 
about the Fruit is what is connected with the Details of Procedure ; — it is 
the Transcendental Result,- — ^and not Heaven ox Agnl and other Deities, — 
that is enjoined as bringing about the Fmit; so that, if the reciting of the 
Mantras were for the sake of Heaven or the Deities, it would have to be 
taken as serving some invisible purpose, and that too, tinoiigh indirect 
indication ; — on the other hand, if the mention of the Fruit and the DiUties 
be taken as subservient to the Transcendental Result, then a visil>!e purpose 
becomes served, through the encouragement (that is afforded to the 
Performer). And when according to this latter view, a visi]>le purpr^se is 
found to be served, it cannot be right to assume a Transcendental Result as 
proceeding from the assertion of the Heaven, or of Agni and other deities. The 
Fruit and the Deities being accepted by botli ]Darties to be expressed by the 
words of the Alantras, there is no indirect indication, so far as tliost;‘ are 
concerned. — From ail this it foliow^s that Details like those under considera- 
tion are prompted by the Transcendental Result. 

Question — “ What is the use of all this discussion ? , 

Afiswer — According to the Purvapaksa view, at the ^SV/^/r/yu-sacritice, 
the Mantra should be used without any modiOcation ; vdiile in accordance 
with the Siddhdnta^ the Mantra should be modified into the form ' Agnnma 
brakmavarchasain " (in place of " aganma and Sur yasyoj jit hn. etc.' 

(in place of ‘ Agnmijjitim^ etcd). 

As regards the Deity, we have the following Adhikarana. 


ADHiKARAisrA (5) : Devatddhikarana : Details ure not . 

p7^ompted hy the Deity. 

SUTRA (6). 

[POiiVAFAKSA — continued} — '‘The Deity should be takei^ as 

: PBOMBTING (the DETAILS OF SACBIFIOE), BECAUSE THE FEEDINO 
IS FOR THE SAKE OF THE DeITY, — AS IK THE CASE 

OF THE Guest.” 

Bhdsya, 

[The Purvapaksa starts off with objecting to the Siddhanta of the 
prececling AdMkarana, so far as the Deities are concerned]- — It is not 
true that Apm and other deities are not prompters of details; as a matter 
of fact, all the deities should be taken as prompting all the details.— -How 
Because the feed mg is for the sake of the Deity ; what is called a ‘ Sacrifice’ 
is only the feeding of the Deity; what is done at it is that an eatable 
substance is offered to the Deity ; apparently the sacrifice m found to be 
declared as an act of gimng (offering), of which the Deity is the recipient ; 
and such a recipient is more desired even than the objective which has been 
defined as ‘ the most desired ’ ; hence the Deity cannot be regarded as a 
subordinate factor (as asserted in Su. 5) ; on the contrary, the stthstance 
and the act (of offering) are subordinate to the Deity. — Then again, the 
sacrifi.ce is a form of worship of the Deity ; and in ordinaiy life, we find 
that the act of worship is always subordinate to the object worshipped.— 
The case in question should be treated. like that of guests; that is to say, 
whatever service is rendered to the Guest is regarded as prompted by the 
Guest ; similarly in the case in question, whatever is done in course of a 
sacrificial offering to the Deities should be taken as prompted by those 
deities].” / 

Says the Purvapaksin's Opponent— ‘ By arguing as you do, you admit 
that the Deity has a material body and also actually eats (the offerings) 

The Purvapaksin answers — “Certainly, the Deity has a material 
body and also eats (what is offered).—' How so ? ’ — [a) Because of the 
Sffirti-text^ — {h) because of Custom, and— (c) because of the Indicative Texts. 
— {a) Tlie Snirtidexts clearly declare that the Deity has a material body, 
and we regard Smrtidexts to be authoritative; — (b) then again, it is 
customary with, people to treat the deity as with a material body ; for 
instance, they paint, and speak of, Fama with a mace in his hand, of 
Yaruna, with a noose in his hand, and of Indra, with a thmiderbolt in his 
hand ; — from this customary treatment of the Deities also we infer the 
validity of the Smrti-texts (describing the material bodies of deities); — 
(c) lastly, we have the following indicative text — ' Jagrhhmd te daksinani indra 
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hastmn ’ [' 0 Indra, I take hold of yotir right hand ’] ; as a matter of 
fact, it is only one having a body who has a right and a left Jiand ; — tlu^n 
again, there is the following text — ‘ Ime chit indra rodasl apdre gat rngv’ 
bhmd maghavan kdshiritte " [‘ O Indra, Maghavan, tliis illimital^le Eartli 
and Heaven you hold in j^our fist ’] ; the term ‘ Kashi ' means fist ; and 
this also is possible only for one who has a human body ; — tlien again, thein? 
is the text — ‘ Tuvigrlvo vayodarah suhdhurandhaso made indro vrifrdni 
jighnate' ; this speaks of ‘ grlvd % ‘ neck’ ; ‘ ndara \ ‘ stomach ’ ; and “ hdhu \ 
‘ arms — all of which is indicative of a human body. — From all this it hdlows 
that the Deity has a material body. 

“ The Deity also eats (what is offered). — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — 
(a) Because of Smril4exts, (b) because of Custom, and (c) because 
Indicative Texts. — (a) There are Smrti-texts speaking of Deities as actually 
eating what is offered ; — (6) people treat of Deities as if they actually ate 
what is offered, — as is clear from the fact that they offer to tliem various 
kinds of food ;*—(c) lastly, the following texts indicate the Deity as aetuaily 
eating — (1) " Addhi indra piba cha prasthitasya " [' O Indra, please ea! and 
drink of what has been offered’]; — (2) ' VishvCtsandnl jatharesu dhaffv" 
[‘ He puts into his stomach all kinds of food ’] ; — and (3) ‘ Ekaffd prati 
ghd pibatsdkam sardmsh irimshatam 

Says the Puroapaksin's Opponent — ' The Deity cannot be regarded 
as eating what is offered. If it did eat it, then the quantit\' of the offering 
would diminish 

The Purvapaksin answers — What the Deity partakes of is only tlie 
essence of the food ; like the Bee. — ‘ How do you know this ? ’ — As a niatter 
of fact, what has been offered to the Deity becomes insipid ; and from this 
it follows that the Deity partakes of the essence of the food 

StJTRA (7). 

[POryapaksa — co7itinmd] — Also because of the owkershif of 

WEALTH.’^ 

Bhdsya, 

[The Purvapaksin' s Opponent may argue as follows] — (a) ' If tlie .Deity 
were the owner of any wealth, and (&) if it were pleased on being worsiii|)|;)iHi, 
— then alone there would be some justification for the worship of the !.)(‘ity 
to be performed for the purpose of pleasing that Deity. As a matter rd 
fact, however, neither of these two facts is true [i.e. (a) the Deity is not 
the owner of any wealth, and (6) the Deity is not pleased at being 
worshipped].’ 

This is the Argument that is answered by the Purmpaksln in the present 
Sutra — “ As a matter of fact, the Deity is aetuaily the owner of wealth. — 
‘ How do you know that ? ’ — (a) From the Smrtidext, (6) from Custom, 
and (c) from Indicative Texts, — (a) The Smrti-texts declare that the Deity 
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owns wealth ; — (b) The Custom of having such names as ‘ Devagrdma ’ 
(‘the Deity’s village’), " DevahsetraT (‘The Deity’s field’), lends support 
to the said declaration of Smrti-texts ;—{c) lastly, there are Indicative Texts 
also showing Deities as owners of wealth : (1) \Indro diva indra ishe prtMr 
vyrnur indrah apdniindra it parvatdnd77i, indro vrdhdm^ indra imnedhirdndm^ 
indrah hs&me yoge^^ havye indrah'" Indra is the master of Heaven, of the 
Earth, of the Wato^ and of the Hills ; the master of trees, of medhiras 
(animate things ?), master of welfare, of activity, of offerings’]; — again, 
(2) ^ I shdnamasy a jagatah svesharmshdnamindra fastkuse ’ [‘ Indra the master 
of the moveable and the immoveable ’]. 

“Similarly (a) from Smrti-textSf and (b) from Custom^ we also learn 
that Deities are actually pleased, (a) Smrti-texts distinctly declare that 
‘ Deities are pleased ; ’ — (6) it is customaiy to speak of ^ Pashupaii being 
so pleased with such and such a man, that a son has been born to him 
of ‘ Varuna being so pleased with him, that wealth has been obtained by 
liim — (c) Similarly we have Indicative Texts also to the same effect — 
* Aliutihhiriva hutddo devdn p^indti,* ‘ Tasmai prltd isamurjam niyachchhanti ’ 
[‘ One who makes the offerings pleases the deities with those offerings ’ ; 
‘ Being pleased with him, the Deities reward him with wealth and 
strength] 

StJTEA (8). 

[PiTbvapaksa — condudedi — It is fbom that too that it accbhes/’ 

Bhdsya, 

It is from that — i.e. the Deity— it — the fruit — accrues — to the 
worshipper ; when a man worships the Deit^^ with sacrifice, then that 
Deity brings him into contact with the Fruit (the reward). — ‘How (Jo you 
know this ? ’—From the Smrti-text and from Custom, There are Smrti- 
texts declaring that ‘ the Deity rewards the Sacrificer with the Fruit ’. — 
This declaration is confirmed by such customary declarations as — 

‘ Pashupati was worshipped by him, and therefrom he got a son — There 
are Indicative Texts also to the same effect — (1) ^ Sa it janena sa vishd 
sa janniand sa putrairvdjamhharate dhatid nrbhih devdndm yah pita ramd 
m vdsati sliraddhdsand havisd brahmanaspatim ^ (?); — (2) ^ Trpta evainani- 
mdrah prajayd pashubhistarpayati ’ [‘ Being satisfied, Indra satisfies him 
with cattle and offspring ’]. — From all tliis it is clear that the Deity becomes 
pleased with the gift of offerings and with the singing of the praise of its 
good qualities, — and becoming pleased, it rewards the man with the desired 
fruit ; — ^whieh proves that the deity Agni is the dispenser of the fruit of that 
action by which it has been pleased, and with which it rewards the 
performer of that act ; — that any other deity,, Burya for instance, is not 
able to give that fruit ; — all this, — as to who gives what, — is learnt from 
the Vedic text ; and the Vedic text, in this particular case, speaks of Agni^ 
not of Burya,^" 
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[SiDDHANTAJ—In reality, it is the OBJECTB'E of the sacrifice, 

THAT . SHOULD BE REGARDED AS THE PRIKGIPAL ' FACTOR : 

BECAUSE THE MATTER IS ONE THAT CAK BE DETERMINED, 

ONLY BY THE VeDIG WORD : AND THE DeITY IS 
SPOKEN OF ONLY AS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 

Bhdsya, 

The phrase ' api vd\ ‘ m reality % signifies the 
Purvapaksa view. 

What has been asserted above, — to the e-fiect that the Deity is the 
prompter of details, — is not true; because, as a matter of fatu, ft Av the 
objective of the sacrifice, — that is, the Apurva, Transcendental Result, 
produced, by the sacrifice, — that should be regarded as the principal faiPjr.— 
‘‘Why so?” — Because the matter is one that can he determined only % the 
Vedic 'Word; in reality, what gives the Fruit is the proinj'Uer of the act ; 
and what it is that gives the fruit can be learnt only from the Vedic text, 
7iot by means of Sense -perception or any other means of cognition ; - the 
Vedic word clearly states that the Fruit proceeds from that whieit is detn.JttHl 
by the root ‘to sacrifice’, — not from the Deity. — -“How do y<.ni kno\r 
that ? ” — W© learn it from the fact that it is the Darsha'Phrmmusa 
sacrifices that are spoken as the Instrument, in the text, ' Da rshajnlrmf- 
mdsdbhydm svargahdmo yajeta ’ ; so also in the text ‘ Jyotlstomena scarga- 
kcinio yajeta ’ ; in all such texts we find the ‘ sacrifice \ not the ‘ deity \ 
spoken of in connection with the ‘ desire for Heaven 

Says the Opponent — “What the x’oot ‘to sacrifice’ denotes is an act 
dealing with a substance and a deity [i.e. ‘Sacrifice’ is the act consisting 
of the ojfering of a substance to a 

True, that is so ; but the Deity is spoken. of only as a sid)ordinate factor ; 
the Substance and the Deity are both accomplished entities ; while/ what is 
denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ is something that has to he accomplished ; 
and whenever an accomplished entity and o, thing to be accomplished are s|jokr*n 
of together, the former is mentioned only for the purposes of th<? latter. — 
From tliis it follows that the Deity cannot be regarded as the prompter of 
details. 

It has been argued that — “the Deity is more 'desired ’ even than the 
Objective, wliich is the most desired — -We do not deny the fact ti lat 
Deity is ‘desired’ (intended to be expressed) ; in fact, whenever a term 
denotative of a deity appears either with the (doific) nominal affix nr wiili 
the Dative affix, it is at once recognised, on the basis of fc^yiitactical 
Connection, that the Deity spoken of is ‘ desii’ed ’ ; but on the basis of 
Syntactical Connection, it is also recognised that the Fruit is comuH*icd 
with what is denoted by the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ ; and from the Direct 
Assertion of the Vedic text, it is this latter — ^the Sacrifice, not tlie Deity-- 
that is recognised as Instrumental (in the bringing about of that Fruit). 
Even though it is true that the Sacrifice is for the sake of, the Deity. — that 
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does not set aside the fact of the^ serving the purpose of bringing 

about the Fruit ; — it is the Fruit that is the purpose of (desired by) the 
Man; all our activity is with a view to our own puriDose,-— and not to that of 
the Deity ; — -from this it follows that we would not have recourse to any 
activity on the prompting of the Deity; as for the Recipient (i.e. the Deity) 
of the offering of sacrifice being ‘desired’, — that also is j^ossible in reference 
to the fruitful sacrifice, and only when this Sacrljice is instrumenta.l (in 
the bringing about of that Fruit). 

It has been argued that— “ ^S'acrv^ce is the luorship of the Deity, and 
in ordina,-ry practice one who is worshipped is the principal factor.” — But 
the matter in question need not be as it occurs in ordinary practice ; in 
the case in question it is the worshipjolng of the worshipped that forms the 
principal factor. 

As a matter of fact, therefore, that should be regarded as the prompter 
of Details which brings about the result.; and hence the objective of the 
Sacrifice (i.e. the Transcendental Result) is what should be regarded as the 
prompter of the Details. 

Further, in accordance with the Purvapaksa view, it becomes necessary 
to admit that the Deity has a material body and eats what is offered,— 
because no ‘ offering ’ or ‘ eating ’ can be possible for one who has no bod>' 
or does not actually eat. — In support of tliis view, — that the Deity has a 
material body and. eats what is offered, — it has been argued that there are 
(a) Smrt'idexts, (b) Custom, and (c) Indicative texts. — This however is not 
right ; because the Sm/rti is based upon Mantra and AihavCtda texts (of the 
Veda) ; it is a well-known fact that the knowledge that is derived iTomSmTlis 
is on the basis oi Mantra and Arthavdda texts; and we are going to show’ 
later on that the Mantra Arthavdda texts do not lend support to any 
sueh notion (as that ‘ Deities have material bodies and eat the offerings ’). 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Mantra and Arthavdda texts do not lend 
support to any such notion, then the SnirtlAe^it^ in cpiestion cannot be 
based upon those Mantra and Arthavdda texts 

The Mantra and Arthavdda texts afford a basis for the said 
declaration in Smrtis only for those who look at the mere surface of those 
fcoxts ; those however who look into the texts carefully find out that the 
notion is actually set aside by the texts. And yet the notion (obtained 
from a superficial study of the Mantra and Arihavdda texts, even though 
set aside b,y their careful study) comes to be regarded by some people as 
the basis for the Smrt I -declaration. 

It is on this same Smrti again that the Custom (adduced by the 
Purvapnlcsin) is based. 

As regards the Indicative text (adduced by the Purvapaksin) — ‘ Jagrhhmd 
fe dakslnam indra hastam ’ (speaking of the ‘ right hand ’ of hidra), — it 
doc's not mean what it has been taken to mean — that ‘ Indra has got a riglit 
liand wiiat it means is that ‘ w^e have taken hold of wdiat is Indra’s right 
htind ’ ;* hence this sentence does not afford the notion that Indra has hands. 
— If that is not so, then no such assertion is possible that ‘ we liave taken 
hold of tlio hand ’ ; ]3ecause this assertion clearly implies the oxi>stence of 
2 
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tlio hand,— ‘ the hand exists, which we have talNcn hold of — Hiis is not 
possible; oven though Indra may have a hand, yet tlie asscn-tion that ' wi^. 
have taken hold of the hand ’ does not pertain to a ])6reo})t ible faet ; to this 
extent, the assertion is certainh" an impossible one; under tlio eireuinstarK'Os, 
the assertion caTi only be taken either as an absurd statonK-mt or as a nKn‘t*l\' 
eulogistic declaration : — -And tliis explanation is equally possible in our 
view also. — ^Tt might be argued that the assertion, has been made ])y a 
person who actually took hold of Indm\s hand”. — Our aviswer to that is 
that no such idea can be entertained ; as that would im|)ly tlial tla^ X'eda 
(as represented by the text in question) has had a beginning in tinu'.- -Xor* 
can the text be taken as asserting that ‘ Some one took liold of Iitdnds 
hands’ ; as there can be no authority for such an asstad ion.~ Kr<3m this 
text itself we deduce ]>y implication that there ivas a person who tonic hold 
of the hand.”— That cannot be right ; because it is possi]>t‘ h»r untrue asser- 
tions also to bo made; as in the case of such ordinary asstaiions as ' Ttui 
pomegranates ‘ Six cakes and so forth. 

For one who holds the view that ^ Indm has a inat<Tial b(»dy the 
addressing of that deity by the term ‘ Indra ’ can only I'^e for th(‘ purpose of 
invoking him, — and the invoking can be (uily f<.)r speaking to liifn ; now 
any such speaking would be reasonable only when it liad betm asca^rtaiiied 
that the Deity addressed is related to the spoalcer ; — as a matter <u‘ fact, 
however, it is not recognised by any means that the Deitv' addressed is so 
related ; and so long as this has not been recognised, the inA'oking must bv* 
useless. — “ We recognise, on the basis of the text itself, that the Deity is 
invoked.” — ^It has been already explained that there can no justilh^ation 
for the assuming of Hands and other limbs, if there is to be an ass!un]>tion 
of unseen (transcendental) factors. — In faet, it cannot be definitely ascertained 
(from the words of the text) that the particular Deity is being inv<jked ; 
for the simple reason that there is no means available for ascertaining this. 
From this it follows that the words of invocation are not for \ lie ])urpo.sa of 
being addressed, but only for the purpose of indicating (the Deity) ; — and 
under the other view also — that ‘ the Deity has no jnat<;rial l>ody tlu‘ 
words would be regarded as serving the same purpose of indicating (tho 
Deity). — ^XJnder the circumstances, the Vocative' Ending would be tak<ui as 
serving the purpose of eulogising ; the sense of the eulogy being—' I’he 
Deity is such an efficient instrument of accomplishing the desirt‘d resuN 
that it accomplishes it, on being invoked, in the same maniu'r as bia'ngs 
endowed with intelligence (body and other things) Thus it is b\' being 
treated as an intelligent being that the Deity {Indra) is .invoked ]>y naums 
of a word with the Vocative Ending; and having been indicated In- nanuis 
of the invoking word, the Deity is told ‘we have taken hol<i of yom* 
hand which only means ‘we ai’e dependent upon yon’ ; and this on!\ 
serves the purpose of reminding us that ‘we should proceed to perfoi-m the 
rites in honour of this particrilar Deity, Indra \ 

[As for the text that has been quoted by the Piirmpahsm on ]j. 138 
of the Text — ‘ Ime chit indra rodasi, etc.’], — what this means is ' O Mrajharan, 
so praiseworthy is your fist that you hold within it the remote and 


1435 


ADHYAYA IX^ PADA I, ADHIKARANA ( 5 ). 

illimitable Heaven and Earth* ;- — -and here what is enlogistically spoken of 
as the ‘ fist ’ does not really exist ; there is no proof for its existence. Then 
again, what the ’words of the Text also mean is, not that ^ such a large fist 
is actually there but that ^ if you had a fist it would be large that is, 

' You have a fist of a totally different kind and for a different purpo>se, — 
and oven so that other fist of yours is large “ But praise is possible only 
through the mention of qualities that really exist.” — ^Not necessarily; 
because even one who is not possessed of human limbs (and faculties) is 
eulogised as possessed of human limbs (and faculties) ; for instance, in such 
texts as the following ; — (a) vadanti shatavat sahasravat abhikrandanti 

haritebhirasahhih vistvlgrdvdnah suhrtah suTcrtyayd hotiishchit purve havi- 
radya-mdshata ’ [where speech is attributed to stones’] ; — (h) ‘ Sulcham 
raiham yuyuje sindhtcrashvinam '* [where the river SindJm is spoken of as 
having yoked the chariot].— Prom all this it follows that the Vedic texts 
(quoted) do not necessarily lead to the presumption , that Deities are like 
human beings. 

Similarly the other text quoted—* Tuvigrlva indrah, etc.’— does not mean 
that * Indra has <a neck * ; what it means is that * if Indra has a neck, it 
must be large * ; for the actual existence of the nech, there is no proof at all. 
Nor can the praise of the neck lead to the Presumption of its existence ; 
because, even w'ithoiit resembling human beings (in the possessing of a 
neck), it would be possible for the Deity to be eulogised as such. — Then again, 
in the same sentence there are the words — * Indro vrttrdni jighnate ’ ; — now 
when the term * indmh ’ (as occurring here) has become connected with the 
two words here (‘ vrttrdni ’ and ^jighnate ’), it cannot be construed with the 
other words ^ tiivigrwah' and the rest ; as that would render it necessary 
for the words * indr ah ’ to be taken twice— (1) ‘ Indra should foe regarded 
as Uivigrlva, with large and again (2) ‘'Indra kills the Yrttras'^ ; and 

such a construction wmuld involve a syntactical split ; and yet what we 
find in the Yeda is a single complete sentence. This character of the 
sentence is preserved only if the character of * having a large neck * and the 
rest is not taken as enjoined in reference to the Deity, and the said character 
is taken as mentioned only for the purposes of praise. 

Similarl 3 % the sentence — ‘ Andhaso made Idrsho vrttrdni hanti ’ — is 
only predicative of the Killing of Vrttra, 

The sentence * Bahu te indra romashau^ aksl te indra pihgale ’ also 
speaks only of Indra" s arms as * covered with hah* ’ ; and of Indra’s eyes 
being * tawny % — it says nothing regarding the arms and the eyes being 
actually there in existence. 

There is a text which speaks of the actual presence of the Eyes (of 
I}bdra) — * Chaksusmate shrnvate te bravlmi ’ [* I address you, who hat^e eyes 
and who hear ’] ; — ^lout this also is not meant to connect the Eyes (with 
Indra), but to connect the addressing with him ; — this is what is meant by 
the clausa * I address you who have Eyes ’ ; and here also it is for the 
purpose of eulogising the Deity that the eyes are spoken of as if they were 
actually present. — “ How- do you know*" this ? ” — We deduce this from tlio 
presence of the Dative Ending ; if we took the sentence as laying stress 
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upon wliat is expressed by the basic noun (and not by the Dative Ending), 
then there would be a syntactical split, — as there would be two predications 
— (1) 'Yon. have eyes and (2) ‘I address you who have eyes’. 

Prom all this it is clear that there is no wliieh points to 

the fact of Deities being like human beings. 

Nor is there any ‘ feeding ’ or ‘ eating ’ in the case of saeritices ; in fact, 

the Deity never eats ; hence the argument adduced (under Su. 6) that 

" Feeding is f or the sake of the Deity ” is not true. 

The h ^ IncUcatim teMs' that havn IxHai pul 

forward in support of the view that Deities actually eat the offerings,- a r<‘ 
ail refuted by the fact of the Deities having no material body. 

Fnrther, if the offering were made to the Deity' actually ('ating it, tlam 
the substance offered would diminish in quantity. — Nor is tlierc^ aiy\' ^iroof 
for the statement that “Deities partake only of the essence of the food, 

like bees” ; in the case of hees^ we actually^ see that they talu^ up 1h(' mere 

essence (of flowers); we do not see any such tiling in the eas(> of Deities. 
Hence we conclude that Deities do not eat the otferings. 

As for the statement that “ what has been offered to Deities lu'comes 
insipid” (which has lieen cited as proof of the fact tiiat the essence of the 
ottering is eaten by them), — this does not affect our position : as it is by reason 
of being exposed to the air, and of becoming cold, that the substance beconn's 
insipid. 

Fnrther, the Deity does not own any thing ; and not owning any- tiling, 
how could it gwG anything ? — ^It hap been argued that — there are (a) 
Smrti4extfi, (h) Custom, and (o) Indicative texts, which show tliat Deities 
do actually possess things ”. —But that is not so ; because (a) as for the 
SmHi-text, it has its source in Mantra and Arthavdda texts, as already 
explained above. — (6) As regards the of having such names as 

‘the village of the Deities’, ‘the held of the Deities’, — all tliis is jmrely 
figurative ; as a matter of fact, aiivthing can be said to be possc^ssed by ont‘ 
only when he has the power to make such use of the thing as he likes ; and 
Deities certainly have not the power to make such use of tlie \'i!lage or the* 
field as they like. — From this it also follows that the Deity cannot gi\’(‘ any- 
thing ; all that happens is that when the worshippers of Iht' Deity^ have 
made an offering to it, out of this act of offeiing there comes iirospca'ily 
to those worshippers. 

It has been argued that — “there are texts indicative of the fact that 
Deities own things , — ^ Indro diva indra ishe" (which speaks of the Heax'eu 
as being possessed by Indra), and so forth”. — But when we aetnaH\’ see 
that Deities do not possess anything, we conclude that all such slatenuaits art' 
purely figurative. — Says the Opponent — “It is on tlie authority' of \'(‘die 
declarations that we hold that Deities possess tilings ; and from the well- 
known fact of Temple -priests making use of various things we conc*l ude^ 
that such use is according to the wish of the Deities ’’.—This is not right ; whai 
is vouched for by direct Perception is that the things are used a(‘.eording 
to the wash of the Temple-priests themselves (and not of the I>(aticss) - 
this fact cannot be got rid of. — In fact, even those who speak of the J)eities 
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as possessing tlie tilings, do not deny the will of the Priests (as determining 
the actual using of the things) ; in fact, they themselves say that ‘the 
Deity does as the attendant priests wish ’ ; and that person who follows 
the will of another and who cannot make use of the tilings according to his 
own wish cannot be the owner oi those things. — Lastly, the text in question 
cannot be taken as a Direct Assertion (of a fact) ; in fact, on account of its 
speaking of the Present time, and by reason of its stating what is contrary 
to perceived facts, it has to be taken as a purely eulogistic declaration ; 
and so long as the text can be taken as purely eulogistic, it cannot justify 
the statement that “ on the strength of Direct Assertion, Deities should be 
regarded as possessing things 

Lastly, it is not a fact that the Deity unites people with the fruit of 
their acts, — for the sake of which they would worship it. — As regards (a) 
the SniHi, (b) Custom, and (c) Indicative texts that have been put forward 
ill support of the view that Deities are pleased and reward (the perforiner),— 
we have alread}^ answered the ' Smrti -text ’ and the ‘ Custom As regards 
the Indicatwe text — ‘ Pleased with him, the Deities reward him with 
wealth and strength’,- — tliis also does not lend support to the Opponent’s 
view ; as this text occurs in connection with an entirely different injunction, 
which lays down that ‘ one should avoid passing by the right ’.—Similarly, 
the text — ‘ Being satisfied,, Jndm endows him with cattle and offspring 
— all that- this lays down is the offering to ^ndra. 

From ail this wn conclude that the Deity is not the prompter of any 
sacrificial detail. 

SUTRA (10). 

Ih THE CASE OE THE GXJEST, HE IS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR, AS HIS 

SATISFACTION IS THE MAIN CONSIDERATION ; IT IS NOT SO IN 
THE CASE OF THE SACRIFICIAL ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 6) that the case in cxuestion is like that 
of ‘ guests This remains to be refuted. 

What is done for the Guest must be regarded as pro^n’pted by the Guest ; 
l^eeause in the honouring of guests, what is enjoined is that the guests should 
be pleased ; the injunction being that ‘ the Guest is to be treated in such a 
manner as to please Jiiin, — Gifts may be made to him, or he should be fed, — 
wdiatever else he wants should be done, — he should not be forced to do 
wfiiat he does not wash to do ’. — In the case of the Sacrificial Act, however, 
there is no such injunction of (the Deity). — Hence there is no 

analogy betaveen the ease of Guests and that of the Sacrifi.cial Act. 
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' Aggregate \ are not prompters of details, 

: ■ SUTRA' (11). . 

[POrvapaksa continued^ ■ ' Substange ' Number ^ ‘ RmBcm 

AND ' Aggregate ’ also [should be regarded as the 

PROMPTER OE DETAILS]; BECAUSE OP THE PRESENCE 

OF Direct Assertion.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

{a) In connection with the Darsha-Ptlrnamasa we ha.vi‘ ilu.‘ ivxl - 

‘Sprinkles the Vrihi<oms' ; — (6) in connection with ihe snnie (sprinkling) 
there is the fmmtra; ‘There are three Paridhis and tliree Fi(-(d--pl€ces ' ; — 
(c) in connection w'ith the same sacrifices, we liave the text “ One slwnkl 
approach the Paurnamdsi with the ChaMrhot/ipinmitm, and the *l7;a7r«,s‘//<7, 
with the Panchahotr-manira ’ : — (d) in connection with the VarKnuprcKjhdm, 
forming part of the Chdturmdsya sacrifices, there is the text — ‘ Others the 
oblation with the winnowing -basket, because food is prepared by its means h 
— [In (a) the act of Sprinkling is mentioned along with the particular suhUance 
‘ VrlM-corn ’ ; — in (b) the act is spoken of along with the particular number^ 
‘ tliree ’ ; — in (c) the act is spoken of in connection with the two aggregates 
or sets of sacrifices that go to make up the ^ Purnamdsa ’ and ‘ Amdi'dsgn 
sacrifices; — in (d) the act is mentioned along with a Eeason, ' because food 
is prepared by its means’]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question- — Are the acts of 
(a) Sprinkling y (6) Reciting of the particular mahiira^ (c) the Approaching 
of the Paurnamdsi and the Amdvdsyd, and (d) the Offering of the oblation 
with the winnowing-hasketi to he taken as prompted (respectively) by {a) ilw 
Substance (Vrihi-corn), (b) the Number (Three), (c) the Aggregates (or Iwo 
sets of sacrifices), and (d) the Reason (‘ because food is priqiared by ur'uus 
of it ’) ? — Or are they prompted by particular Transcendental Results ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The various 
acts are to be taken as prompted by the Substance and the rest. — (a) in 
the case of the text ‘ Sprinkles the Vrihi-corn s through Goniex% the act 
should be regarded as prompted by the Transcendental Result, \^”hiie tlirough 
Syntactical Connection^ it should be regarded as prompted by the Substance 
(Vrlhi-corn) I in fact, the Sprinkling has been mentioned along witii the 
substance ; and even then there is the fmther indication that the Accusative 
Ending in the term denoting the substance (" vrlkm') clearly signifies that, 
the act of sprinkling is prompted by the Substance. — (6) Similarity in iht^ 
case of the text ‘ Tliree Paridhis, etc.’, it is understood to mean that what 
is denoted by the term ‘three’ should be uttered, on the strengtii of the 
mantradext ; — and it is a particular number (three) that is denoted by Ihe^. 
term ‘ three — and this number is denoted by the term by Direct 
Denotation ; on the other hand, if we referred it to the Transcendental 
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Result connected with it, it would involve recourse to Indirect Indication, — 
as in that case the sense would be that ‘ as many the Par idhis so many 
should be spoken o! — *{c) Sinadiarly, in the ease of the text ‘offers the 
oblation with the winno wing-basket % Syntactical Connection connects the 
act with the Reason. — How so ? — Because what the text means is that 
‘ because food is prepared by its means therefore the thing should be con- 
nected with the offering of the oblation’, and thus it lays down, in 
connection with the offering of the oblation, an article wliich is used in the 
preparation of food. It is only tlirough Context that the act could be 
taken as prompted by the Transcendental Result ; the meaning of the 
text ill this case would be — ‘ Because this oblation brings about tlie 
Transcendental Result, therefore it should be offered with the Winno wing - 
Basket ’,- — In ail cases Syntactical Gomiection is more authoritative than 
Context ; and hence in the present case, the Context should be set aside* 
The advantage in this case is that the text comes to mean that ‘ the 
oblation should be offered with any articles — the Darvi^ the Pitkara and 
the rest — -that are used in the preparing of food’; and in tlr's manner 
the ‘ preparing of food ’ becomes specially effective. — -Again liis, the 

following objection may be raised — ‘Under Discom'se I (Pad- lira 26 

&t seq.), it has been declared that the sentence in question ( food 

is prepared by its means ’) is not to be taken as laying dow; and 

that it is to be taken merely as a commendation of the Wim \ \ 

— The answer to tins is that it is true that it has been so de^,^ t 

is only after the act in question has been proved to be prompy 
Transcendental Re^sult that the text can be takeai as purely commendfc.,^ 
on the ground that the same sentence cannot contain the iiijimction of 
Winnowing -Basket for the offering of the oblation, as well as the statement-, 
of a Reason, [x4nd it is still to be proved that the act is promj)ted by the 
Transeendental Result]. — (d) In the case of the text — ‘One should approach 
the Paurnamdsl with the Ghalurhotr and the Arndvdsyd, with the Panchahotr ’, 
— inasmuch as the act is spoken of along with the Aggregates (of sacrifices), 
it should be regarded, tlmough this Syntactical Connection) as prompted by 
those Aggregates ; and tins sets aside the notion of its being prompted by 
the Transcendental Result, which notion could be based upon the indirect 
indication of the Transcendental Result, tlirough Context.— From ail this it 
follows that the acts in question ai^e to be taken as prompted by the 
Substance, the Nicmber, the Reason Sbud the Aggregated 

SUTRA (12). 

[POrvapaksa concluded] — In the event of Details being 

PROMPTED BY THE PURPOSE (TRANSCENDENTAL ReSULT), 
THERE COULD BE NO RESTRICTION THROUGH 
SUBSTANCE.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ If Details like those in question were prompted by the Transcendental 
Result, then, there coakl he rw restriction — of details — through substance. 
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For instance, we have the text — One should satisfy Mitra-Vhu'una, u'llli 
Mathin, with Hariyojana, with fried r//Y/has-, — Sliukra, irith 

r/oZd,— Patmvata, with Clarified Butter^ ; if this meant that Milra-\'ai‘iina is 
to be satisfied with milk because that Deity is connectcxl with tlu* Tvan^- 
cei) dental Result of the main sacrifice, — then, on the same ground of all 
other Deities, Indra-Vayu and the rest, being connected with, the Ti-aiis- 
cendental Result of the main sacrifice,— they would all have to l:>e satisiied 
with and in this way all the substances might be useil in connect c'd 

with ail the Cups (dedicated to all the Deities) ; and under tlie cii'cumstamx's, 
there could be no sense in the restriction (in the abov<‘»( {noted text) nf 
substances in reference to Mitra-Varuna and other Deities.— -Fi’<.)m this also 
it follows that the Sp7inkUng and other Details are |:)roi]ipted b\^ tlu^ 
Substance (Number, Reason, and Aggregate),” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SlDDHiNTA]— I k reality, the PURPOSE SHOULD BE RE(tARI)EI) AS THE 
PROMPTER OE THESE (DETAILS) ; AS THE OTHERS HAVE HOT BEEN 
ENJOINED, AND THEY ARE SUBSERVIENT TO THE 

SAID Purpose. 

Bhdsija. 

The term 'vd^ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the Purmpaksa 
view. 

The Details in c|uestion cannot be taken as prompted b,y Substam^e 
and the rest; — because it is the 'Pti7yose' that is the prompter of thcs«* 
details. By ‘ purpose ’ here we mean the Transcendental Res id f; all the 
Details are subservient to this Transcendental Result ; because it is this 
Result that has been declared to be what should be acconiplished ; — and that 
which has been declared to be what should be accomplished is wliat is con- 
nected with the details of procedure,— As for the others — Substance, .Number, 
Reason, and Aggregate, — ^these have not been enjoined as to be aceomj dish- 
ed ; — in fact, they have been enjoined as subservient to the Purpose ; i.o. they 
'have been mentioned only as subservient to the Puipose.—the Transeendcmlal 
Result. — “What if it is so ? Well, if it is so, then, inasmiieh as tlies(‘ 
have not been enjoined m to be accomplished, they cannot be connected vith 
the Details of Procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ xAs a matter of fact, the Details in ({uestion have 
been mentioned along with the Vrihi-corn and other things, aud they must, 
be connected with these latter ; — ^then again, the Accusative Fnditig (in 
Vrihin') clearly shows that the particular Detail {Sprinkling) is promptexi 
by the Substance (Vrihi ), — and the same ending (in " PaurnumdsJn *) shows 
that the particular detail (Mantra-reciting) is prom])ted l^y tlie Auitrvijati 
(of sacrifices) ; — and in the case of the other two texts, thc' fact of the 
particular details being prompted by Number (in the case of the text ‘ I'hree 
Paridhis, etc.’) and by (in the case of the text ‘Offers the oblation 

with the Winnowing-Ba;sket ’) is ascertained by moans of Indicative 'Texts 
and of Syntactical Connection.” 
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Wo say — No ; becaiisev if tMs were soy then a Result would have to be 
ass’uined. 

From all this it follows that the Details in question are prompted by 
the. Transcendental Result. 

Ohjection—-^ But even so, the exact form of this Transcendental Result 
will have to be assiinied.’’ 

True, it has to be assumed; but this can be done by connecting it 
syntactically with the subject -matter of the Gontext. In your view, on 
the otlier hand, the Syntactical Connection would have to be with a declara- 
tion of Results, which does not occur in the Context at all. 

“But, Context cannot set aside either Syntactical Connection or Direct 
Assertion,'' 

True, it cannot set aside these. But the reason why your view' has to 
be rejected is that there is no fruit of the action in that ease ; so that your 
interpretation being found to be impossible on the ground of uselessness, 
the and other Details would come to be enjoined, wdthout any 

obstruction, by the passage laying downi the entire procedure occurring in 
the same Context. 

“ Even though the Detail is connected wdth the Transcendental Result, 
it comes to be prompted by the same substance, Vrllii (and Number, Reason, 
and Aggregate) ; so that wdiat is it that is being urged ” 

What if that be so ? 

“ If that is so, then the connection of the Substance^ Nmnher, Reason, 
and Aggregate does not become ignored, and yet no Result has got to be 
£issurned.’< 

Om answer to this is as follows: — What you propose is not possible; 
because in the sentence ‘ Sprinkles the Vrlhi-corns' , wdiat is directly denoted is 
the (jenus ‘ Vrlhi-corn', — and it is spoken of, either for the purpose of 
(indirectly) indicating the particular Vrlhi-corn, or for indicating a particular 
means of accomplishing the Transcendental Result ; its purpose wmuld 
be served by the indication of either one of these tw^o things ; and hence, 
it cannot be taken as indicating both. If, how^ever, it be taken as indicating 
the pa..rticular substance (Fn/?./* -corn), then, in the first place, there is this 
diHicult,y of haA'ing recourse to indirect indication, and (in the other case) 
there is the necessity of having to assume a distinct Result. In view* of these 
tw'o difficulties it becomes established that the genus (‘ Vrihi-corn') has 
boon mentioned only for the purpose of pointing out a particular means of 
accomplishing the Transcendental Result. And what is that means as 
cliaj-aeterised by the genus ' Vrihi ' ? That means is that the substance 
out of wdiieh Rice is obtained should be sprinkled ; so that wliat renders 
the tiling the efticient means (of accomplishing the Result) is, not its being 
a substance, but, its being a thing out of which Rice is 2^'i'oducecL 

This same reasoning may be applied to the ease of Number (Reason, 
• and Aggregate) ■ also. 

From all this it follows that the Sprinkling and other Details are 
prompted by the Transcendental Result. 
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[Answer to Sn, 12] — There would be restriction on the basis 
OF .THE Transcendental Result itself. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above (under Sii. 12) that-— “ in the event of i>t.>ta.ii.s 
behig ]:)roinpted by the Transcendental Result^ there exiaild be no restrieti(ui 
through substance The answer to that is as follows : — The requisite? riss- 
triction would be secured on the basis of the fact that (as explained above) 
the Genus (mentioned) serves tlie purpose of indicating a particular .means 
(of accomplishing the particular Transcendental Result) ; so tliat, in 
connection with the Transcendental Result that is accomplislied by the- 
offering to Mitm-Vanvna^ the offering would be of Milk ; and, \‘ot this 
particular Transcendental Result would not be accomplished by tlie <.>ll’eriug 
to Inclra-Vdyu ; hence the details of this latter offering to Indra-Vuyu 
could not b(^ admitted on the basis of the Transcendental Result accom- 
plished by the offering to Mltra-V anina ; because the offering to Indni- 
Vdyu is an enthelydisti.net act leadhig to an entirely different TransCHMideiilal 
Result. — Thus it is that the requisite restriction would be secured on ilw 
hauls of the Transcendental Eesidt. 

SUTRA (15). 

If the Details were prompted by SSubstancb' and the rest, 
then it would appertain to the things under all 
circumstances. 

Bhdsya. 

For one who holds that the Sprinkling and other Details arc [)ri.)mptt‘.d by 
Substance ("Number, Reason, and Aggregate), a j>a.rticu]ar detail wuuid lia\’e 
to be adopted under all circumstances; that is, for histance, ilu‘ Sprinklnui 
would have to be done even to those Vrlhi-corns that are cooked for ordinary 
food; and yet this cannot be admitted even by y(Hi (the Purvapakfsln). 
Thus this is a serious objection agamst tire Furvapakm vienv. 

SUTRA (16). 

‘d.T WOULD appertain TO ONLY THAT WHICH IS RELATED 1H> Tin : 

Context ”, — if this is urged [then the answer is as 

GIVEN IN THE NEXT SOTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Oxjponent might argue thus — “ You have ingcd that tla,? Detail 

would come to appertain to the thing under all circ urns tai ices.- But. in 

reality, it would appertain to that only which is related to the particular 
Context ; so that the Context would be duly preserved and the contingt?:ncy 
of the Detail pertaining to the thing under ail circumstances \vouid l)e 
avoided.” 
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StJTEA (17). 

That CAXXOT be; as such is not the declabation of 
THE VeDIO text. 

BJidsya, 

What has been suggested is not possible ; because the declaration 
contained in the Vedic text is not to the effect that ‘ The VrlM-corns related 
to the Context should be prepared and sj)ruikied 

“ But this is what is deduced in view of the preservation of the 
Context.” 

We say — ^No, When the Context has been set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, it dare not restrict the admission of Details. — ^Even if the 
Context be not set aside, it does not possess the capacity to restrict the 
details. In fact, what is enjoined as to he done h something that should he 
done, — and not that which should be done only as related to some qualifying 
factor. Hence the Preparation or the Sprinkling that is enjoined is not 
only for such Vrlhi-conis as are connected with the particular sacrifice (in 
whose Context the injunctive text occurs). 

SUTEA (18). 

''It would be due to occasion'’, if this is ubgbd [then the 
answer would be as in the next Sutra]. 

BMsya. 

“If you think that the Context cannot specify the Vrlhi-conis (to be 
sprinkded), — all right ; it would he due to the occasion ; i.e. the Adhvaryu 
priest would be able to judge from the occasion that ‘ tliis corn is meant 
to be cooked for food, and that is for the purposes of offering % and would 
then proceed to sprinJde that alone wliich is meant for being offered.” 

StJTEA (19). 

When they are all equal, ' Occasion ' cannot serve the purpose 

(oF^ specifying) ; — no relationship has been enjoined ; 

IN fact, the relationship (laid down) is between the 
PURPOSE OF the Sacrifice and the Vrihi-corns 

STANDING QUITE APART. EOR THESE REASONS, 

IT IS THE ' Objective OF THE sacrifice' [that 
should be regarded as the prompter of 
the details]. 

Bhdsya. 

All Vrihi-corns — ^those for food and those for offering — are equal ; 
there are no such as are specifically meant for being offered. — “But those 
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that iiave hmn prepared are meant for being offered — TMs would be true, 
and would remove the incongruity in so far as it related to the Sprinkling 
and other subsequent details ; but it would still remain in force in regard 
to the PreparaMon itself. Because as regards the Preparation, there are no 
corns mentioned in the same Context ; as a matter of fact, the relationship 
laid do\wi is between the VrlM-corns standing quite apart (in a different 
context) and \ the purpose of the Sacrifice \ in the shape of Preparation: -— 
How so ? This is clear from the following text—^ Aparena gdrhapatgam 
prdglsam ano^vasthitam bhavatlf tasya dahsinam chakrani druhydnasorlhd 
nlrvapati^ [‘ Behind the Gdrhapatya Fire, slightly to the east, there is tlu^ 
Cart, ascending the right wheel of tliis Cart, he prepares the corns ’]. 

Thus the objection (urged in Su, 15) still remains — that, according 
to the Piirvapahsa view, the Detail would appertain to tlie thing under 
all circumstances. Hence for reasons already stated before (under Sutras 
i.l and 14), we conclude that the Sprinkling and other Details are prompted 
by the Transcendental Result. 


Abhik ABAN A (7 ) : A t the Agnistoma, the ' silence \ is 
prompted hy the ^ Previous Factors \ 

StJTRA (20). 

[SiddhInta]— The ‘silence’, beinc related to the 'positign, 

SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THOSE (SUBSIDIARY TRANSCENDENTAL 

Results), — because op the declaration op the 
Veda, — and because it subsists in that. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotisto7na, we ve&d—' Tsar d vd esd yajnasya, 
trmndd yatJcmchit prdcMnamaxpusomlydt tma iipdmshu chamMid [‘This is 
the Sly Tactics of the sacrifice, hence whatever is prior to the Agyi^soinufa, 
at that they act in silence ’]. 

In regard to tins, there arises the question — Is the ‘ silence ’ prompted 
by (due to) all those (subsidiary) acts that are prior to the Agnlsormya 
offering ? Or by the Final Transcendental Result (of the main Jyotistojna) ? 

On this question, the apparent Siddhdnta is as follows : — This detail 
(* silence ’), which is related to the joosiUon, is prompted by all those subsidiary 
Transcendental Results (of the subsidiary acts) preceding the Agniaomlya- 
offering, which help the Final Result directly,— and also by that (Trans- 
cendental Result) which brings about the embellishment of the principal 
substance ohered.— “ How is that ? ^""—Because of the declaration of the 
Veda ; i.e. the Vedic text connects, with the particular detail in question, 
only those factors which have been indicated as being within well-defined 
bounds of space [viz. : ‘prior to the Agmsomiya ^1 , — the clear meaning of 
the text being that ‘ they act in silence in connection with those factors 
that hax3pen to be in the said position (prior to the Aynlsormya) \ 

Says the Opponent — “ Exit the use of the particular detail in question is 
indicated by Sy?itactical Connection, not by the Direct Declaration oi the 
text.”' ■ ■■ ■ ■ 

We do not say that it is not indicated by Syntactical Connection ; what 
xve moan is that it is syntactically connected with what is directly asserted, 
not with, either what is pointed out by the Context, or with what is 
indirectly indicated, or with what is assumed. 

The Opponent argues — “ We admit that the Detail in cpiestion is related 
to the subsidiary Transcendental Results ; but we do not admit that it is 
related also to that Transcendental Result wiiich brings about the embellish- 
ment of the principal substance. — ‘ Which is that ? ’ — It is tha,t which brings 
alxont the enxbellishinent of the principal substance and exists at the previous 
place.” 

Our answer to this is as follows : — Because it subsists in that ; — that 
is, l)ecause it — i.e. Ti’anscendontal Results like the subsidiary ones — sidjsists 
in that — i.e. in the position. — There is a hymn called the ‘ Sornapari- 
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vahamya \ from wliicli it is clear that the Transcendental Kesult is related 
to the Position. 

There is another text”— ‘ prafiesyan vdcham yach,c}ihati^ tarn 

saha ImmshM visrjaM ^ [‘ When going to fetch the Pramtd vessels, lie 
restrains his speech, — he unchains it in the company of the Preparer of the 
Sacrificial offering ’] ; — here also the ‘ speech-restraint ’ is a detail related 
to tliose factors that are in the particnlar position (prior to tlie Fetching of 
the Pranlld Fessefe),— and not to the Final Transcendenla] Result. — 
Exactly the same is the case with the ‘ silence ’ that we are discussing. 

SUTRA (21). 

[The Purvapaksin objects to the Siddhdnta] — “ But it should 

APPERTAIN TO THE [FiNAL TRANSCENDENTAL R-ESULT OF THE] 

Main Sacrifice : because it is connected with 

THAT.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ rd ’ (‘bat’) implies the rejection of the view sot forth 
above. 

“It is not true that the ‘silence’ a.ppertains to those factors that 
are related to that position. — ‘ To what then does it ap]iertain ? ’ — It should 
appertain to the Final Transcendental Result. — ‘ Wliy so ? '-—Became it is 
connected %oUh that ; there is connection with that, — i.e. with the Sacrifice — 
spoken of in the sentence — ‘ Tsard vd etad yajnasya yat prdcMnnm agni- 
soniiydt ’ ; which is to be construed as ‘ Yajnasya yat prdchinam ’ 
(‘that which is prior to the sacrifice’), — and not as ^ Tsard yajnasya' 
(‘It is the Tsard of the sacrifice’). — ‘Why so?’ — Because if the word 
^Yajnasya' qualifies (and is taken along with) ^ prdclunani' ('what is 
prior ’), then it becomes a part and parcel of the injimctive word ; and 
thereby becomes conducive to a particular activity. In the other con- 
struction, it becomes part of a commendatory statement and as such., serves 
no useful purpose, because ‘ a mere statement serves no useful puiqiose ’ 
(as declared under Sutra 1. 2. 19). — Then again, the term ‘ prd china ' 
(‘prior’) directly denotes a particular portion of the sacrifice, and it is 
only indirectly that it indicates the sacrificial details ; and when there is 
a conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, it is tlu* 
Direct Denotation that should be accepted. From this it follows that the 
detail in question appertains to the prior position ; — it is with this that it 
is connected through Direct Assertion, — ^not with the factors appearing at 
that prior position ; as with these latter, its connection coiifd be based 
only upon Indirect Indication. — In fact, even if tlie word ‘ Yajnasya ' 
were part of a purely conunendatory statement, oven so it would be the 
Prior Position that would be connected with the Detail in question ; by 
Direct Assertion ; and the factors occurring at the prior 2^osition would, 
even in that case, be connected only by Indirect Indication. Hence the 
only right vienv^to take is that the detail in question is prompted hy Hie 
main sacrifice (i.e. the Final Transcendental Result). — Lastly, tlie help 
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rendered (by the detail) to the Final Transcendental Besult is directly 
perceptible : viz. : if the performer performs all that goes prior to the Agm- 
so7nlya, in silence — i.o. with slow effort,-— he does not be)Come fatigued and 
hence performs the various rites of the Siitya Day with comparative ease. — 
From all tliis it follows that the Detail in question is prompted by tlio 
Final Transcendental Result.’’ 

SUTRA (22). 

[ P ’ UTvapaksin > s argument continued ] — “ It is thus too that thh 

DESORIPTIOH BECOMES APPLIG ABLE.’’ 

Blidsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, the description contained in the sentence — 
^ Tsa/m na esa yajnasya yai> prdchmarnagnlsomlyat — is applicable only to 
the one factor that occupies the entire space [i.e. the main sacrifice] ; — 
^ tsarad means sly tacMcs ; the meaning of the text therefore is — ‘Just as, 
when the Bird-Catcher proceeds to catch a bird, he adopts the sly tactics, 
stepping slowly, fixing his eyes upon the bird, and making no noise, — all 
with the intention of taking the bird unawares.— in the same manner, in 
the case in question, with a view to take the sacrifice unawares, one should 
adopt silence And as in the case of the Bird-Catcher, the j^laee where he 
steps slowdy is not for the sake of that Place, but for the salce of catching 
the Bird sitting at that place, — similarly in the case in question, the silence 
is adopted, not for the sake of the factors occupying the place in question, 
but for the sake of the (main) sacrifice that occupies the whole place. — 
If one takes the term ‘ tsara ’ (sly tactics) as qualifying the sacrifice, — for 
him the commendatory statement — ‘ Tsam esd yajnasyct \ — all the more 
clearly indicates that the Detail is i3rompted by the Final Transcendental 
Result ; — the meaning being — ‘ As the Sly Tactics is to the Bird, so is 
Silence to the Sacrifice 

SUTRAS (23-24). 

[PuTvayalcsa argument concluded ] — “ If it be uboed that — 

' What has been explained in regard to the text 

SPEAKING OF THE PrA NIT A -VESSEL SUPPORTS THE 
SiDDHANTA VIEW — THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT 
THAT IS NOT SO ; BECAUSE THE SACRIFICE IS 
NOT MENTIONED THERE AT ALL.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It has been argued (under Sii. 20) that ‘What has been explained 
in r( 3 gard to the text speaking of the Pranitd -Vessel, etc. etc.’;- — and 
this has to bo refuted, — (which is done in SCi, 24): — ^It is not right that ‘the 
Detail should appertain to the factors occupying that place, and not to the 
Final Transcendental Result ’ ; because in the sentence quoted (speaking 
of speech being unchained when going to fetch the Pmnte -vessels), the 
connection of the ‘ speech -restraint ’ does not imply any connection between 
the said factors and any parts of the sacrifice ; — for the simple reason that 
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the Sacrifice ?.s* fiat mentioned there at all ; i.e. the correlative term ‘ sacrifice ’ 
is not found in the sentence quoted. — ‘ But it has been just pointed out 
that it is wdiilo performing the sacrifice that the Adlivaryu and the Sacriftccr 
restrain'" their speech — Our answer to this is that the same would iiold 
good also in the case of the detail pertaining to the sacrifice occupN-ing 
tlie entire s}3ace. — ‘ How so ? ’—“The two men restrain their speech for th(‘ 
purpose of spreading out the sacrifice; and while they are restraining iheir 
speech, and their minds are not distracted, they would perform the x-aiious 
items without committing mistakes ; so that not a single item, or part of 
an item, becomes omitted on account of his speech being restraint ni, tlie 
Adhvaryu will have his mind concentrated on the work and will, tluTcfore, 
not commit any mistakes in regard to any item of the performance ; the 
Sacrificer also, with his speech restrained, will have his mind not distracted 
by anything else, and will thus be able to apprise the priest if the latter 
happen to make any mistakes. As for the Sacrifice, it is spread out by 
means of its subsidiaries coming in uninterruptedly; and the Sacrifice is 
not spread out by ‘ speech-restraint ’ through its own parts and suIj- 
sidiaries, if it is done at the time alone. In fact, the Sacrifice, by itself, 
is not connected with the ‘spreading out’. Hence what has been urgerl 
is possible also if the Detail is prompted by the subsidiaries ; the sense 
being that ‘When the Adhvaryu the Sacrificer restrain their speech, 
they become like Prajapati and then proceed with the Sacrifice (as Prajapati 
proceeds with creation) ; so that they do it for this visible ]3urpose — not for 
any invisible (transcendental) purpose’; this is what follows from the use 
of the Present Tense — Just as w^e know that the Sacrifice is duly peuJormed 
].)y means of the restraining of speech 

SUTRA (25). 

[Siddhaniin's answer to the Purvapaksa arguments] — In reality, 
THE Detail should appertain to the factors occI'Pyino 
THE SAID position ; BECAUSE NO AOCBECATE HAS 
BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra takes up the thread of the Siddhdnta. set forth above (urnh'r 
Su. 20) and answers the arguments put forward by the Purmpahsin in th'c 
intervening . 

The term ‘ ’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view just 

set forth. It is not right to regard ‘Silence’ as prom])ted hy tht^ Final 
Transcendental Result; in fact, it is clear that it is ])romptecl 1)\' all those 
factors that are ‘prior to the Ag nlsomly a -offering \ — ‘‘IVhy ? ” — Because uo 
aggregate has been enjoined ; by ‘ aggregate ’ here we n\ean the wIkjIc S(a 
of the repeated sacrificial offerings with the ‘ (Alps ’ ; and there is no 
injunction to the effect that any part of that ‘ aggregate ’ is to be connected 
with ‘ Silence ’ ; because the sentence is not to be construed as ‘ Yajnasya 
yat prdchmam ’ [‘that which is prior to the Sacrifice it is to ]>o const lawd 
as Asard esd yajnasya" [‘ Tlxis the sly tactics for the Sacrifice"], — hy 


' ■ ■ ' ■■■' 

ADHYAYA IX, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (7). 1449 

SO ? — Because the term ‘ toma^ ’ (‘ tlieref ore ’) comes between (the terms 
"yajnasya' and " prdchmam^} [which two therefore cannot be construed 
together]. 

But even if the ‘ Sacrifice ’ were connected with ‘ prior — then too 
the Silence could not be regarded as prompted by the Final Transcendental 
Result. Because the term ^ yat^ (in the text yatkinchit^ does not 

stand for the Place (or Position) ; whQ>t it stands for are the factors occupying 
the Position ; if it had stood for the Position itself, then the form of the ex- 
pression should have been ‘ Yat prdcMnam agnlsomlydt ’ ( ‘ That which is prior 
to the Agnlsomly a and not " yathinchit, eiteP {"whatever is prior to the 
Agnisonilya ’) ; because the latter form is used when repetition is intended, 
and there is repetition only when there are several factors concerned, not 
when there is only one; and the Position is one only, while the Factors 
occupying the Position are several; — ^from which it follows that the 
‘ Silence ’ is connected with these Factoi's, not with the Position, — “ But 
how do 3^011 know that Repetition is meant ?” — It is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ yatkihchit \ — But the term ‘ Kim ’ {in " Kinchit ’ meaning 
what) implies ignorance ’’.—Certainly the particular details (of the several 
factors in the Sacrifice) are known, and it is these that are indicated 
as meant to be known ; and it is only when there are several factors that, 
there are general and particular details. From all this it is clear that it is 
the Factors occupying the said Position that are indicated by the Repetition 
(expressed by " yatkihchit'),— o^nd it is these factors that are connected 
with Silence. 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection — “In connection with the 
Dlksaniyd and other subsidiary sacrifices of the Jyotistoma, there has been 
enjoined a characteristic detail difierent from ‘Silence’, in the following 
text — ‘ Ydvatyd vdchd kdmayeta tdvatyd diksanlydydmamihruydt prdyanlyd- 
yam mandrataramdtithydydmupdmshupasatsu ’ [where we have several 
terms, high, slightly lower and so forth laid down] ; under the circumstances, 
how could ‘ Silence ’ alone be adopted at these [as it should be, in 
accordance with the view] ? ” 

Anmver — That charactexistic detail wliich is laid down in the text 
just quoted would apply to cases where the Dlksaniyd and other sacrifices 
form the principal sacrifice; because these sacrifices are spoken of along 
with the term ‘principal’; so that the ‘silence’ would come in those 
performances of these sacrifices where they do not form the principal 
sacrifice; because of the .general injimction (that ‘silence’ is to be 
observed in all that comes prior to the 4 

The purpose served by the present discussion is as follows : — At the 
Kundapctyindmayana, performances laid down in such texts as ‘ They .offer 
the Agnihotra for a month ’ come ‘ prior to the Agnlsomlya ’ ; and if the 
Purvapaksa were accepted, then these would have to be connected with 
‘ Silence ’ ; while they would not be so connected, if the Siddhanta view" 
w"ere accepted. 
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Adhikabaka (8) : In connection with the laying of the 
Fire-altar, the ‘ stirring ’ of the Fire should he done 
only once. 

SUTRA (26). 

[Purvapaksa]— Beikg an accessory of the ' Fire it shoited 

BE REPEATED WITH BACH BrICK ; BBCAIJSE IT IS A 
COLLECTION, LIKE THE ' PaTJBNAMASI 

Bhasya. 

There is the rite of ‘Fire-laying’ (setting up of the Fire -altar) laid down 
in the Text. — ‘ Ya evamvidvdn agnim chinute'' [‘Knowing this, one lays 
the Fire ’] ; in connection with that same Rite, the following is laid down — 
^ H iranyashakalasahasrendgnim proksati, Dadhnci ynadbrnnishrei^dgnimproTcsati, 
VetasashdJckayd avakdbhishchdgnim viprakarsaii, MaxidMkendgnim viprakar- 
sati ’ [{a) ‘ Sprinkles the Fire with a thousand gold-pieces — (6) ‘ Sprinkles 
the Fire with Curds mixed with honey — (c) ‘ Stirs the Fire with a Vetasa” 
stick and with the Avakd-sticks (d) ‘ Stirs the Fire with the frog ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — [When the Fire- 
altar is being set u|}] are the stirring a^nd the sprinkling to be done to each 
Brick (in the altar) ? Or, are they to be done only once for all ? 

The point to be considered first is~Does the word ‘ Fire ’ (in the text 
quoted) stand for the collection of Bricks ? Or for some other substance 
{whole in itself) ? For, if it stands for the collection of Bricks, then, inas- 
much as there would be no ground for singling out any one brick to 
which the stirring and the sprinkling could be done, they would have to 
be done to every one of the bricks ; if, on the other hand, the term ‘ Fire ’ 
stands for something (an entire whole) different from the (individual) Bricks, 
then, they would be done only once. • 

On the main question, Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “The 
Stirring and the Sprinkling should be done to every one of the Bricks. — 
‘ Why ? ’ — ^Because the term ‘ Fire ’ stands for the collection (of Bricks). — 
‘ How is that deduced ? ’ — It is deduced from the fact that there is no other 
substance ; there is absolutely no other substance which could be taken to be 
denoted by the term ‘ Fire ’ ; so that (if the acts were not done in connection 
with the Bricks) what would be there in which the Fire could be deposit €^d V 
— ‘ But how do you know that there is no other (entire) substance ? ’ — 
This follows from the fact that the thing spoken of is different in character 
from an entire substance; an object is regarded as one entire whole, when 
by the pulling of any one part of it, the whole object becomes pulled."— 
‘ What is the meaning of this ? ’ — If, in the act of pulling a substance by 
the hand, only that part of it becomes pulled out with which the hand is 
connected, then the object is not an entire whole by itself. ‘ Why should 
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sxich be the conclusion ? ’ — ^Because the likelihood is that another part o£ 
it also would be sinailarlj pulled out.— If, even in such circumstanees, it 
be held that thB entire substance becomes pulled,— then it might be possible 
to pull out the component parts of that substance which, in itself, has 
no component parts.— Nor will it be right to hold that the acts that 
are laid down are in the nature of connection with what is in conjunction 
with something else (i.e. the Bricks in conjunetioa), irrespectively of the 
substance being an entire whole. It will not be right to say so, because 
until the faggot of wood has been tied up with a rope, the pulling of any 
one piece of wood does not lead to the other pieces being pulled up. It is 
only in a case where a thing is conceived of as ‘ one ’ by reason of the 
combination of a number of things, and there is no idea, either direct or 
inferred, of these being the component parts of that ‘ one thing ’—there 
alone it is said that ‘ another substance (one entire whole) has come into 
existence’.- — Now, in the case in question (of the alta,r made of Bricks), 
it is found that that brick alone comes out which is actually pulled, and the 
other bricks do not come out; — the points of jimction between the bricks 
are also clearly perceived ; from this it follows that there is no cementing 
of the component particles (bricks) and hence it cannot be any one entire 
substance distinct from the Bricks. — ^When it is laid down that ‘The Fire- 
altar is to be set up with bricks it is only the setting up that should be 
done with the bricks ; — ^but there is no visible purpose served by the mere 
setting up of the bricks ; — Alienee what is understood to be particularly marked 
is the collection of those bricks that have been set up for the purpose of 
depositing the Fire such being the case, the Sprinhling and the Stirring 
should be done to all the bricks. 

“Like the Paurnmndsl ; — -in the case of the injunction ‘ One who know- 
ing this, performs the Pawrnamdsl, one who knowing this, performs the 
Amdvdsyd/^ (which lays down the Paurnamdsl and Amdvdsyd Sacrifices), 
what are actixally performed are the Agneya and all those acts that go 
to make up the ‘ Paurnamdsl Sacrifice and not any Sacrifice distinct 
from those, — so in the case in question also [what are to be dealt with by 
sprinkling and stirring are all the Bricks that go to make up the Fire -Altar, 
and not any substance distinct from them].” 

SUTRA (27). 

[SiDDHlNTA]— I n re.u:.ity, it should be done to the Fire [-altar], 

BECAUSE IT IS ONE SUBSTANCE ,* THE OTHERS (BRICKS) ONLY 
SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THAT SUBSTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the Sprinkling Brad the Stirring should be done to 
each of the Bricks ; — they should be done once only. We proceed to explain 
tills — As a matter of fact, what is erected with the Bricks is something 
difierent from the Bricks themselves it is in that thing that the Fhe is to be 
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deposited ; — and it is that thing which is denoted by the term ‘ Agni \ ‘ Fire ' 
(in the text under consideration).- — “ How so ? — ^When it is laid down that 
® One sets np the Fire-altar with bricks’, the bricJcs are clearly mentioned 
as subserving the purposes of something different ffrom themselves ; the 
Instrumental Ending in the word ^ istaMbh^ ’ C with bricks ’) clearly 
shows that the Bricks subserve the purposes of something different from 
themselves. If the mere setting (of the Bricks, and not the bringing into 
existence of a new object) were meant by the Injunction, then that setting 
up could only be an embellishment for the Bricks,— and in that case the 
correct ending to be used would be the Accusative, and that would sot aside 
the Instrumental Ending. — ^From all tliis it follows that a new object, some- 
tiling different from the individual Bricks, is made (when the Fire-altar is 
set up); — ^in this the Fire is to be deposited; — audit is for the purpose of 
this new object that the Bricks and the setting up ai’e there. 

Says the Opponent — “We have already explained that because this 
explanation is not possible that another view (the Furvapahsa view) has 
been taken up.” 

Answer — It is not true that the explanation (suggested by us) is not 
possible; in fact, the fact of the object (Fire-altar) being a single umtary 
entity is Iclearly perceptible; and tiiis would not be possible if the term 
stood for the several bricks (that go to make up the Altar). ISTor are the 
points of joining between the bricks visible when they have been covered 
wdth plaster. Hence, inasmuch as, even when there is a mixture (in the 
Altar) of baked and unbaked bricks, the notion that it is one thing, that is 
present, it follows that it is an object different from the individual Bricks, 
meant as a receptacle for the Fire. 

In fact, the idea that there is a cementing of the Bricks is also due 
to the idea that the altar is a single entity. 

As for the argument that — “ (in the case of a single object) the pulling 
of one part leads to the pulling of the whole thing”, — ^it is true that in 
the case of several tihngs cemented together, there is dismemberment ; 
but things are of two kinds— some are immovable (inanimate), some 
movable (animate) ; it is in the case of the former that there is dismember- 
ment (on pulling); for instance, when the tree is pulled by the leal, the 
whole tree does not become pulled,— because it is an immovable thing ,* 
similar is the ease with the thing in question, — the Fire-altar being an 
immovable thing. 

From all tins it follows that the Sprinkling and the Stirring are to be 
dope once only. 

SUTRA (28). 

It is because there is an aggrecate of injunctions that the 

CASE OF THE ‘ PaURNAMASI ’ IS TREATED LIKE THAT. 



It has been argued that — “In the case of the injunction ‘One who 
l^nowing this, should perform the Paurrhamdsl, etc. etc. % there is no tiling 
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distinct from the Agneya and other component sacrifices, — and that the 
same should be the case here also ’’.—The answer to this is that it is only 
right that the ease of the Pawmamdsi has been treated like that; because 
what is laid down there is only an act (the Paurnamdsl sacrifice) which 
is only an aggregate of the several enjoined acts (Agneya and the rest), — 
and there is nothing else to be brought into existence by means of that 
Act; in the present case, on the other hand, there is a distinct object 
(laid down as to be set up, in the shape of the Fire-altar ). — Hence there 
is no analogy between the case of the Paurnamdsl and the present case. 


Adhikabana (9) : That the \ Patmsamydja ’ should, he the 
last item applies to those \Ahan' {Diurnal Offerings) 
which precede the Final ‘ Ahan-offering \ 

SUTRA (29), 

[Purvapaksa] — That the Patnisamyaja should be the last item 

APPLIES TO ALL, AS THERE IS HO BISTINOTIOH.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Dvadashdha, which consists of a set of ‘ Diurnal Offerings % — - 
laid down in the text, ^ DvddasMMna prajcikd/mam ydjayet^ [‘If one 
desires offspring, he should make him offer the Drada§/ia/?a. Sacrifice ’) ; — 
in connection with that, we read — ‘ The Diurnal Offerings are completed 
with the Patmsamydja -offering as the last item’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Ai^e all the Diurnal Offerings 
meant to end with the Patnlsamydja ? Or only those that precede the 
Final DhiiTial Offering ?— This question is raised in connection with all the 
Diurnal Offerings with the exception of the tenth one; as tliis latter has 
been declared by a clear text to end with the ‘ Mdnasa ’-offexing. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows “ Ail the Diurnal 
Offerings should be taken as ending with the Patnlsamydja . — ^Why ? — 
Because there is no distinction ; when the text ia^^s down that ‘ the Dinrnai 
offerings are to end with the Patmsamydja \ it lays it down without any 
distinction ; nor is it possible to make any distinction ; hence it must apply 
to all the Diurnal Offerings 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiDDHAHTA] — Ih REALITY, PROM THE ThDICATIVE TEXT IT IS CLEAR 

THAT IT APPLIES TO THE OFFERINGS PRECEDING THE PiNAL OnE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set fort Is 
above. 

That they should end with the Patmsamydja should apply to tliose 
Diurnal Offerings that precede the Final One. — Why so ? — Because of the 
Indicative Text ; there is the following indicative text — ‘ Patmsamydjdntdn i 
ahdnj santistJiante — na barhiranupraharati asamsthito hi tarhi yajualff [‘The 
Diurnal Offerings should end with the Patmsamydja ; one should not 
withdraw the fuel, as the Sacrifice is not 5^et completed ’] ; — ^tliis clearly 
indicates that the Patmsamydja should be the last item in those Diurnal 
Offerings where the Sacrifice is still incomplete . — “How so?” — Because the 
incompleteness of the sacrifice has been put forward as a reason ; the meaning 
of the text being — ‘ becadise these Diiunal Offerings are incomplete, therefore 
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the Palnlsamydja should be the last iljpm in them ’ and the 
completeness of the Sacrifice comes on the last day (with the Final Dimnal 
Offering). — -Then again, we find ‘incompleteness’ spoken of in connection 
with those Diurnal Offerings of wliich the Patnlsamydja iotxBB the last item; 
from this it is clear that ‘incompleteness’ and ^ liQ^virig Pcitnlsamydja as 
the last item’ are meant to be co -substrate — and ‘incompleteness’ has 
been foimd to be there before the Final Day ; — from that we conclude 
that ‘ having the Patmsamydja as the last item ’ should also apply to the 
offerings preceding the Final One, 

SUTRA (31). 

[Objection] — ‘Mn i'act, it is only a commend atoey statement, 

JEST LIKE THE STATEMENT OE THE ' INITIATION ’ IN CONNECTION 
with/ NOCTUENAL COMPLETION 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the Siddhdnta view. 

“ It is not right that the character of having the Patmsamydja as the 
last item should be applied to the Diurnal Offerings preceding the Final 
One ; it should be taken as applying to all the Diurnal Offerings, as there is 
no distinction. — It has been argued that — " Incofnpleteness is found men- 
tioned in coimection with those in whom the Patmsamydja forms the last 
item, — and as the sacrifice is incomplete before the Final Diurnal Offering, 
we conclude that the character of having the Patnlsamydja as the last item 
should also be restricted to those preceding the Final Offering’. — But this 
caimot be right; as this \dew is hot based upon any Injunction, nor upon 
any other proof; hence this view should be treated as a mere fantasy. — 
Then, it has been argued that ^ incompleteiiess has been put forward as a 
reason ’.—'That also has no force; as it has been already explained that 
such statements are ‘ merely eulogistic ’ {Sutra 1. 2. 23). — Kor again is 
tliere any co-substrateness between incompleteness and the character of having 
the Patmsamydja as the last item ; because the latter character, of having 
the Patmsamydja as the last item, has been directly declared bj^ the Vedic 
text as applying to all Diurnal Offerings ; while the applicability of incomplete- 
ness (of all Diurnal Ofierings) to only those offerings that precede the Final 
One is only deduced from reasoning.— Lastly, the statement that ‘ The Sacri- 
fice is incomplete ’ is purely commendatory/, eulogising the character of having 
the Patnlsamydja as the last item ; the meaning being as follows — ‘The 
Sacrifice is incomplete, — it is found that it takes a long time to complete it, 
— because it takes a long time to complete it, let it be curtailed, and let 
the Diiunal Offerings end with the Patmsamydja ’ ; — as a matter of fact, each 
of the Dimmal Ofierings is complete in itself ; and yet they are spoken of as 
incomplete simply with a view to eulogise the character of ending with the 
Patmsamydja ; as a matter of fact, every one of the offerings is complete 
in itself, as the Avahhrtha (Final Bath) and the other rites in connection 
with them are all to be duly performed, — In fact, the statement in question 
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should be treated exactly li^e the statement of ‘ freedom from the fetters 
of Initiation’, which is commendatory of ‘ finishing at night That 
statement is as follows — ‘ The man who is initiated is put in the fetters of 
Varuna ; the Day and Night are the fetters of Varuna; if one finishes the 
sacrifice during the day, he does not become free from the fetters of Vmuna ; 
it should be finished at night ; thus is the man freed from the 
fetters of Varuna and also from all harm to himself ; ’-—the phrase ‘ he 
is not freed from the fetters of Varuna ’ means that he is not free from the 
restrictions imposed by the Initiation ; these restrictions are removed by 
the Final Bath. Or, the statement that ‘he is freed from the fetters of 
Varuna ’ may be taken to mean that many of the restrictions are given up ; 
— ^In the same manner in the case in question all that ‘incompleteness’ 

means is that ‘ it takes a long time to finish it ’ 

StJTEA (32). 

{Answe>T\--As a matteb of fact, it should be (as asseeted ih the 

SiDDHANTA) ; BECAUSE THE IkJUNCTION IS HOT IH SBECIAL 

EEFEEENCE TO AHYTHIHG ; IF IT WEBE TAKEN WITH 

THE Final Offeeihg, that would be con- 
TEAEY to the INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. * 

The particle ‘rd’ (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
view set forth (in Su. 31). 

That the Patnisamydja should be the last item should pertain to only 
those offerings that precede the Final One ; because the said character 
has not been enjoined with special reference to the Final Offering; the 
injunction that the Patmsamydja should be the last item is in reference 
to the Diurnal Offerings in general ;— if this were applied to the Pinal Offering, 
it would be contrary to the Indicative Text 

Question — “How is this proved by reasoning (as apart from the 
Indicative Text) ? ” 

Answer — ^What the statement— ‘ The Diurnal Ofierings are completed 
■with the Patnisamydja as the last item means is that the rest of the 
rites is to be omitted. What is meant by ‘completing’, ‘finisliing’, is 
that its performance is not continued,— that the action of the performer 
in relation to it ceases ; — ^when all the Dimmal Ofierings are being performed 
together, it is inevitable that one should stop at some part of one offering 
and take up those of the other there being no restriction as to when this 
stoppage should come, the text in question lays down the restriction that 
the stoppage should be at the Patnisamydja, — Now the visible purpose 
served by this stoppage is to secure the simultaneous performance of the 
details of the various o:fferings. In a case therefore where this purpose is 
not found to be served, there can be no justification for assuming an 
imperceptible result ; and hence in that case the offering is not to end with 
the Patnisamydja, — This is exactly what is found to be the case with the 
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Final Offering, — ^in connection with wMob the aforesaid need (of securing 
simultaneity with the details of the succeeding offering) does not arise. — 
It is by this process of reasoning that we come to the conclusion that those 
offerings alone are to end with the Patmsamydja which precede the Final 
On© I and this conclusion is further strengthened by the indicative text 
' The sacrifice is incomplete ’ (as shown above, under Su. SO). 



ADHiKARAisrA. (10) : In the case of such injunctions as 
‘'Should recite the first verse thrice', the reference 
is to the ‘ position ’ of the verse. 

SUTRA (33). 

The bepetition oe the SiMiBHENls should appbetain to Position, 
ON account of pbioeity. 

Bhasya. 

There aue the Darsha-Purnmnasa Sacrifices ; in connection with these, 
the following declaration is made in reference to the Samidheni verses— 

‘ Trih prathamdmanvdha, trimttamdmanvdha" [‘Recites the first tlnice; recites 
the last thrice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following c|iiestion— What is laid down 
here,— does it appertain to the order of the verses as they occur in the J^kdext 
(of the Samhitd), ---the meaning being, that what is to be recited tliric© is 
the verse ‘ Pra vo vdjd, etc. ’ (wliich in the Samhitd-text appears before the 
other Sdmidhmi verses) ? — Or does it appertain to the Position of the 
Verse, ^ — -the meaning being that any Verse — ^not necessarily the one appearing 
first in the Samhitd-text — ^that occupies the first position at the actual 
recitation, is to be recited tlxrice ? — “ Why should there be any doubt in this 
naatter ? ” — The doubt arises from the fact that both are possible : If the text 
quoted is interpreted to mean that ‘ among the Samidheni verses that wMch 
occurs first in the Samhitd-text should be recited three times then what is 
laid down must appertain to the ^k-text ; on the other hand, if the text is 
’ interpreted to mean that ‘ that should be recited thrice wliich is endowed 
with priority then what is declared must appertain to the Position. 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “What is 
laid down should be taken as appertaining to the Rk-text. — ‘ Why ? 
Because prior Uy (denoted by the word ^prathamdm\ ‘first’, in the text) 
is related to the individual (verse), as it is the individual (verse) that is 
to be repeated. — "How do you know that this is so ? ’ — We learn this 
from the use of the Feminine Gender (in it is only an 

individual that can be called ‘ feminine ’ ; hence the use of the Feminine 
Gender could be explicable only if the prior % (expressed by the basic 
noun in the word " prathamdm') were a qualification of an individual ; and 
in that case that individual verse could be connected with the repetition. — On 
the other hand, if the meaning were taken to be that ‘ that is to be repeated 
tlirice which comes first at the time that the verses are being actually 
recited — then no partimla/r individual would be meant to be repeated ; 
[as there can be no certainty as to which particular verse would occupy 
the first position at any particular recitation ; so that the exact denotation 
of the term ‘ prathamcvm ’ would remain vague and uncertain, and hence 
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no definite partiouiar individual verse would be meant] ; and in that case, 
the use of the Feminine Gender would be inexplicable.— Further, this latter 
interpretation would also involve a syntactical split, as the sentence would 
contain two statements— ( 1 ) ' AnytJving that has been uttered first should 
be repeated tlirice % and (2) ‘The verse that has been recited first should 
be repeated thrice — ^In our view, on the other hand, what is laid down in 
the text appertains (directly) to that verse which is characterised by priority ; 
so that there being a single predication, there is no sjnitactical split.— Lastlj^ 
it is the Feminine Entity verse) that is connected with ‘priority’ 

through the Direct Denotation of the words, while the Repetition is connected 
with it only through Syntactical Connection.— 'From, all this it follows that 
what should be repeated thrice is the particular verse ‘Pm vo vcijd, etc. 
wherever it may occur at the actual Recitation.” 

Against the above Ptmapaksa, we ha^ve the following Siddhdnta :~ 
What is laid down in the text is that there should be tlire© recitations of 
"'the first of the Samidhem verses \ — and this refers to, and is determined 
by, the first position, and not by the genus (the inherent characteristic) 
of any particular verse. — “Why so ?” — As a matter of fact, there is no 
verse in the whole of the ^gveda which is named ‘ Pratharna ’ (‘First’) 
[and directly denoted by this tenn],— which could be repeated thrice ; 
so that in the case of the PurvapaJcsa view, the term ^ ^n'athamaP (‘ first ’) 
of the text would have to be taken as indirectly indicating a particular verse ; 
wMle in the case of the other \dew (i.e. the Siddhdnta), the word ^ prathamd ’ 
is taken in its directly denoted sense (of that which occupies the first 
position) and Direct Denotation is superior to Indirect Indication. Hence 
our view is the right one. 

It has been argued (by the Pufvapakfin) that— “ Direct Denotation 
supports the PurvapaJcsa view, as is clear from the use of the Feminine 
Gender; secondly that the PiirvapaJcsa does not involve a Syntactical Split ; 
and lastly, it is only in accordance with the PurvapaJcsa view that 
the use of the Feminine Gender is explicable 

Our answer to this is as follows — As a matter of fact, the Gender and 
Number of all adjectival terms are determined on the basis of the things that 
they qualify ; so that, even if no particular individual were actually denoted 
as to be qualified (by the adjective ^ prathamdm^), any Gender that would 
appear there would serve as the receptacle of that cpiality ; as for instance, 

‘ slniJclaJi ’ is jMasculine, ‘ sJmJcId ’ is Feminine, and ‘ sJiuJclam ’ is Neuter ; 
similarly ‘ shuJclahd is Singular, ‘ s/mHaw- V is Dual, and ‘ shuJcldh ’ is Plural, — 
Though in the case of such expressions as ‘ SJiuJcldm shdUmdnaya ’ (‘ Bring the 
white piece of clotli ’), what is predicated (by the term sJiuJcldm) not the 
bringing oftJie elotJi and other factors, hut only the relationship of the quality of 
whiteness [because the bringing, etc. is already otherwise known], and any 
specification by the particular Gender is not intended [because the cloth has no 
I'eal gender], — yet the Feminine Gender is mentioned merely by way of refer- 
ence — ‘ ShuJclmndnaya ’ : and as this is only by way of reference, there is no 
syntactical split. Such being the case, even though in the case in question, 
the connection of pidority (denoted by the term ' pratharna \ ‘first’. 
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with the Femiriine Gender) is directly expressed by the word ' prathamdm \ — 
yet what the Repetition is related to is mere Priority, not the Gender. If 
the connection of the Repetition with were predicated by the word, 

then the mention of ‘priority’ would have to be regarded as a mere 
reference ; for, if the connection with ‘ Priority ’ also were predicated, then 
there would be Syntactical Split. 

Then again, it cannot be disputed that the term denoting the Feminine 
Gender qualifies the basic noun (with which it appears),— and that the 
Feminine affixes, ‘ Tap ’ and the rest, are added to such basic nouns as 
belong to the Feminine Gender ; and there can be no connection between 
the qualification of one word with another word ; e.g. in the expression 
^ Rdjaptirmo gachchhati\ the qualifying term 'rdjan\ which qualifies 
'purusah\ has no connection with the tevm ^ gachchhatP. — ^When, however, the 
‘priority’ is connected with the ‘Repetition the Feminine character 
which is already known (as qualifying the ‘verse’, ‘ ’) is merely referred 

to ; it is a well-known fact that all the sentences known as ‘ Sdmidhml are 
rk (verses), — and the term " rk ’ is of the Feminine Gender. So that the 
very basis of the first sentence that is uttered (as Samidhem) is a ^k and 
it has been already pointed out that the Gender and dumber of adjectival 
terms are determined on the basis of those of the receptacle (or basis) of 
the qualifying factors expressed by them ; — so that, even when the ]^k (verse) 
is not qualified (by the term ^ prathamd ’), it will retain its Feminine gender 
[and hence there can be no need ioT predicating it through the term 
prathamdm ^ ; — hence the sentence in question should be interpreted as 
— ‘ The first sentence that is uttered should be repeated thrice, — and that 
first sentence is the ^k known as Sdmidhenl ’ thus it is clear that in the 
sentence ‘ Trih prathamdmanvdha ■ [‘ Recites the first tlnee times ’], we 
have a mere reference to the Gender which is already (otherwise) known. 

The whole of the passage in question reads thus — ‘ Trih ‘p'^cithamdma- 
nvdha, triruttamdm, tdh panchadasha sampadyante ’ [‘ One should recite the 
first one three times ; one should recite the last one three times; thus they 
become Fifteen^] — [The number of verses called ^ Samidhem^ is eleven; in 
certain texts, it having been laid down that ‘ one should recite fifteen 
Sdniidhems,^ the passage in question lays down the way in which this number 
‘ fifteen ’ is to be made up there are eleven original verses, — ^by repeating 
the first and the last thrice, there are four additional verses, and thus the 
number Fifteen is secured].— Thus the ‘three -fold repetition’ has been laid 
down for the securing of ‘ Fifteen Sdmidhems ’ ; — ^this repetition must be of 
a complete ^k (verse), not of only a part of it ; because it is the complete 
J^k that serves the purpose ot ‘ Fondling the Fire ’ {Sammdhmiavatl, by 
virtue of which it is called " Samidhem '*). 

From all this it follows that the text in question contains a mere reference 
to the (Feminine) Gender, and hence what is laid down appertains to Priorify, 
not to the Rk (verse). 



ABHiKARAijrA (11) (A): In connection with the ^Darsha- 
Purnamasa ' Sacrifices, which have to he performed 
\ ■ throughout one^s life, the ‘ Aramhhaniyd-Isti ’ is 
to he performed only once,-— -Or {B) — The 
Aramhhaniyd-Isti is an ^ Emhellish- 
ment ’ of the Performer. 

SUTEA (34). 

[Purvapaksa] — “When the main Sacbifice is repeated, the 
Arambhaniya must be repeated, like the Prayajas.” 

BM§ya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices laid down in the text — 
‘ Desiring Heaven, one shonld perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa Sacrifices ’ ; 
in connection with these sacrifices, the Aramhhanlyd-Isfi [Preliminary 
Sacrifice] has been laid down in the text — One who desires to be an eater 
of miich food should offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Agni-Vimu, 
Cooked rice to SarasvaU, the Cake baked on twelve pans to Sarasvat, and 
the Cake baked on eight pans to Agni~Bhagin \ In this connection some 
people declare the Bhagin to be the constant factor (in all the offerings). — 
That the Darsha-Pufn^mdsa Sacrifices have to be repeated has also been 
laid down in the text — ‘ Throughout life, one should perform the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa \ — 

Now, in connection with this repetition of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, 
there arises the question — ^Is the ArambhaTpyd^ also to be repeated (with 
each performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa) V — Or not ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows: — “It should be 
repeated; i.e. it should be performed several times. — ^‘Why so?’ — ^Because 
thus alone does the injunction of the performance become obeyed . — 'Like 
the Praydjas \ — ^the Praydja-ojteTmgs, wlA(Ax are parts of the i>a!r57^a-P^£ma- 
mdsa, are repeated with each performance of these latter, — similarly the 
Arambhamyd also, being a part of those sacrifices, should be repeated with 
each performance of those sacrifices 

StJTEA (35). 

[Siddiianta] — In reality, it should be pereobmed once only 

BECAUSE IT is CONNECTED WITH ' COMMENCEMENT AND THE 

' Commencement ’ is one only, the performance (of 

THE MAIN SACRIFICES) EXTENDING THROUGHOUT 
THE man’s life. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 


I 
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It is not right that the ATainhhciniyd should he repeated ; in fact, it 
should be performed only once.— ‘‘ Why ? ’’—Bemiise U is connected with 
‘ commeficement {dmmhha) ’ ; the Arambhamyd is connected with the com- 
niencement of the performance of the Darsha-Pur^amma, — and the com- 
■mencemml is one only — ^for all the performances of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, 
tluoiighout the man’s life— “ How so ? ”— Having installed the Fires, one 
makes the declaration to the effect— ‘ At each Parmti (New Moon and Full 
IMoon) I shall perform thB Darsha-PurnamdsaP is when he has thus 

made up his mind that he would perform the Darsha-Purnmndsa sacrifices i 

that he performs the the said making up of the mind being 

the ' dramhha\ ‘ commencement ’ ; and this is common to all the perform- 
ances of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; as the whole series of performances through- 
out the man’s life forms a single ‘ performance ’ (of the Dcu\sha-Purmmdsa ; 
in accordance with the aforesaid determination of the man). — Even if the 
first step taken towards a performance be regarded as its ' drambha ’, 

* commencement — then too, all the subsequent performances are done 
by the man who has taken that first step. — So that in any case, the 
A should be performed once only. 


x^DHiKARANA (11) (B) ; The Arambhanlyo, is an ’’ EmhelUsli- 
ment’’ of the Performer. 

Or, we may interpret the Sutras (Zi) and (35) in the following manner* 

Bhasya, 

It is acknowledged on all hands that ' drambha \ ' commencement is 
the first factor in the act.— Now, in connection with the AranihJKtnlyd-Jsfl 
(wliich is performed before the performance of the is 

commenced), the question is— Does the performance of the AramhJianiyd 
accomplish the first factor of the DaTsha-Piwnamdsafi—~Oi\ does it mean 
that, when a man is going to commence— i.e. perform, for the first time, 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa — the performance at the Arambhamyd renders him tit 

for the vsaid ? 

On tliis question, the Purmpaksa mew (as set forth in Sii. 34) is as 
follows: — “From the Context it is clear that the Ara/mhha^lyd is to be ].)er- 
formed at the commencement oi the Darsha-Purnamdsa sB^enhoes ; if it 
were taken as bearing upon the performer, then a distinct result would have 
to be assumed; — hence, inasmuch as each performance of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa would be distinct, the Arambhamyd should have to be performed 
in connection with the performance of each Darsha-Piirnamdsa ; just as the 
Praydjas are repeated with eB>ch Darsha-Furnamdsa. — [Hence the conclusion 
on the question is that the performance of the Arambhamyd fulfills the first 
step in the performance of the DaTsha-Purnamdsai\ 

As against the above, the Siddhdnta view (as set forth under Bu. 35) is 
as follows : — The Arambhamyd should be performed once only. — “ Why ? ” 
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— Because of the connection between the mari (performer) and the com- 
mencement; that is, the Aramhhai/ji/iyd en]oixied. as to be performed when 
the Performer is going to commence the performance of the Dm^sha-Purna- 
mdsa, — ‘‘ How so ? ” — The word ‘ nirvapet ’ (‘ should offer ’ ) clearly establishes 
a connection with the Agent (Performer) ; so that the denotation of the 
particniar effort (activity, which is expressed by the Injunctive Ending) of 
the Agent is really what is meant to be expressed in its own form ; in the 
other ease, if what is denoted by the word (as a whole) were meant to be 
enjoined (and not the effort or activUy of the Agent), then the denotation of 
that effort would have to be regarded as not meant to be expressed in its own 
form ; it would, in fact, have to be taken as referring to what has been 
already enjoined in the sentence laying down the entire performance (of 
the Darska-Purnamdsa), 

It has been argued that — “ if it were taken as bearing upon the 
Performer, a distinct result would have to be assumed’’. — -Our answer to 
that is that no such distinct result would have to be assumed; as that 
performer wmild be taken as meant by the injunction of the entire 
performance (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa) who has already performed the 
Arambhanlyd such being the case, the performer having become, at the 
very first j)erforinanee of the Darsha-Purnmncisa, ‘ one who has pez’formed 
the Aramhliamyd\ remains so throughout all the lifelong performances 
of the Darsha-Purnamdsa [i.e. throughout his life he remains ‘ one who 
has performed the Arambhaiffyd’]. When going to perform the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa for the first time, the man performed the- Aramhlianlyci siid. 
thereby became ‘ one who has performed the Aramhhanlyd ’ ; and when 
going to take lip the second and subsequent performances of the Darsha- 
Pur^^afndsa, he still remains ‘ one who has performed the Arambhanlyd ’ 
and hence fit for carrying on the performances.— ^It might be urged that — 
if the ArambhaT^iyd has been pei'formed on the same day that the per- 
formance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ie going to be commenced, then alone 
can the performer of the latter be regarded to be ‘ one who has performed 
the Aramhhamyd" — and at the second and subsequent performances of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa, as he would not have performed the Arambhainya on 
the same day as those performances, he could not be regarded as ‘ one who 
has performed the Aramhhamyd ’.’’—The answer to this is that by having 
performed the Aramhhanlyd on the same day as the (first) performance of 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the man has become ‘ one who has performed the 
Arambliamyd — even in relation to the second and subsequent performances 
of the ; and hence fit for proceeding with those 

performances. 



Adhikaeana ( 12 ) : Inthe-Nirvdpa-Mantra% there should 
be no ‘ modification ’ of the terms ^ Savitr\ ^ Ashvin ^ 
and ^ Pusan \ 

SUTHA (36). 

IPuevapaksa]— ' The. sxtbsidiaky' chabaotee of Mahtras .is baseb 

UPON THE FACT OF THEIR EXPRESSING- A CERTAIN MEANING.'’— 

[Sidbhanta]— But what is not enjoined is not 

ADMISSIBLE ; AS IT IS ONLY WHAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED THAT IS EXPRESSED (BY 

THE Mantra). 

Bhdsya, 

There are the DarsJwb-Purnamdsa sacrifices, where the following 
Nirvdpa- Mantra is used-^' Devasya tvd savituh prasave' shvinorbdhubMjdm 
pumo hastdhhydm agnaye justam nlrvapdmi \ [Here we have the names of 
tliree Deities — (1) Savitr, (2) Ashvins, and (3) Pusan, in addition to the 
principal Deity, AgnL] [As an Ectype, a modified form of this, we have the 
Saurya sacrifice where the principal Deity is Surya], 

In regard to the use of the said Mantra at the Saurya sacrifice, thex'e 
arises the question— When the said Mantra comes to be used at the Saurya, 
should the terms ‘ Savitr % ‘ Ashvin % and ‘ Pusan ’ be modified into terms 
signifying the Surya ? Or should they be not modified at all [the Mantra 
being used in the same form as at the archetypal sacrifice] ? 

In order to consider this question, it is necessary to consider the 
following — ^Do these words Savitr^, ^Ashvin’, and ^ Pusan denote things 
that form part of the sacrifice ? Or those that do not form part of them ? 
— ^If the former, then they have to be modified (at the Saurya); if the 
latter, then, they have not to be modified, they have to be used in the original 
form unmodified. 

We shall consider both these questions together. 

The prhna facie {PurvapaJcaa) view on this appears to us to be as 
follows: — “The terms in question do denote things forming part of the 
sacrifice. — Why ? ’ — In fact the only perceptible purpose served by the 
words of a Mantra is that they express things forming part of the sacrifice. 
Thus while no perceptible purpose is served by the expressing of 
things that do not form part of the sacrifice, — b> clearly perceptible 
purpose is served by the expressing of those that do form part of it. 
Consequently the terms in question can serve a visible purpose only if they 
are denotative of things that form part of the sacrifice. — ‘ In what way 
could the words of the mantra in question be denotative of tilings forming 
part of the sacrifice ? ’ — ^They could do so if the terms ‘ Savitr \ ‘ Ashvin \ and 
‘ Pusan^ denoted Agni and other deities (of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice), 
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or if til© deities named ‘ ’ and were deities of the Darsha- 

Purnamdsa sacrifice. In order to avoid the necessity (otherwise inevitable) 
of the words of the Mantra being taken as serving only xmseen (trans- 
cendental) purposes,— either of the two alternative views may be accepted 
—viz. (1) the Mantra may be regarded as la;;^fing down ^S'aw^f and other 
deities for the Barsha-Purnamdsa, or (2) the terms ^ Savitr ^ and the rest may 
be taken as denoting Agni o^nd other deities already related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, As both of these views serve useful purposes, either one of 
them may be accepted. — ^The Opponent might argue thus^ — ‘From the 
, Mantra it is clear thstu Savitr {Ashvin Pusan) are only parts of what is 
spoken of in the concluding words Agnaye justam nirvapdmi (where the 
Deity Ag'W is mentioned) ; such being the case, even if the terms— 
and the rest— were to denote Agni and other deities (of the Darsha- 
Purmimdsa), they would not add any tiling to the Deity already expressed 
by the terms Agni and the rest themselves, ISTor is it necessary that the 
sacrifice can be helped By only those deities laid down in the Mantra which 
are denoted by the terms Savitr and the rest — ^The answer to this is 
as follows :— The various parts of the Mantra would be so many distinct 
sentences (each sentence speaking of one of the Deitiejs, /Sawiff, etc.) ; — of 
these the clause ^ justam nirvapdmi \ would be common to, and construed 
with, all those sentences those sentences can be subsidiary to the Darsha- 
Ptir7)>amdsa sacrifices only if offerings are mad© at them to these deities 
spoken of in the sentences ; and it is on tliis basis that there is the 
Presumption that the deities spoken of in the Mantra are actually laid 
down for the Darsha-Purnamdsa. — Thus then, we conclude that either 
the terms "Savitr ’ and the rest should be taken as denoting Agni and the 
other Deities, or the said distinct sentences (constituting the Mantra in 
question) should be treated as optional alternatives to the sentence speaking 
of 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^The terms 
in question {"Savitr \ " Ashvin \ and ‘ Pusan^) should not be modified. There 
is no modification unless the factor in question is enjoined ; as tlae Mantra 
speaks of only lohat has been enjoined. Hence we deal with the question 
in the following maimer : — The terms ‘ Savitr V (‘ Ashvin ’ and ‘ Pusan ’) 
are not denotative of things forming part of the sacrifice [Darsha- 
Purnamdsa). — “ Why so ? ” — Because no such act has been enjoined in 
connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa of which the Deities are Savitr, 
Ashvin, and Pusan; nor are the terms "Savitr \ " Ashvin \ and " Pusan ^ 
Iviiovii to be denotative of such things as Agni and the other Deities. 

Says the Opponent — “ It has been already explained that one or tho 
other of these two conclusions must be accepted on the ground of 
Presumption. That is to say, it is only if there is (at the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa) some act of which Savitr and the rest are deities, — or, if the 
terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest are denotative of Agni and the other deities 
(of tlie Darsha-Purnamdsa) — that the use of the sentences speaking of 
Savitr and the rest can be explained ; — ^because, as a rule, that Deity alone is 
to be expressed by the Mantra who is the Deity (recipient) of a certain 
offering ; — it is also admitted that the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest appear 
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in the Nirvapa-mantm only for the pxH*pose of expressing things they 
are explicable therefore only if they express the deities of the offerings,— 
not otherwise it is also well known that the deities of the offerings (at 
the DarsJm-Purnamdsa) are Agni and, the rest ; — ^and hence it follows that 
the words ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest are denotative of Agni and other deities 

Our answer to this is as follows: — ^If the terms in question were to 
become meaningless (useless) if one of the two facts (asserted by you) 
were not presumed, then it might be assumed that ‘ the subsidiary character 
of Mantras is based upon the fact of their expressing things \ — ^As a matter 
of fact, even in the absence of the presumption of the said facts, the terms 
do not become meaningless (useless). Hence there can be no authority for 
presuming either of the two facts put forward.— Then again? (in connection 
with the Darsha-Purnamdsa) no such deities have been enjoined as bear 
the names in question Savitr\ ^ Ashnin^, '‘ Pusan what is not 

enjoined is not admissible — as to be modified ; specially because the 
speaks only of what has been enjoined. 

It has been argued that — “ In the text in question, Deities are what are 
expressed by the expressive terms, and no useful purpose is served by the 
expressing of such deities as have not been spoken of (enjoined) ’’.—This 
has got to be refuted ; it is this refutation that is set forth in the following 
Sutra : — 

SUTRA (37). 

It is fob this beasoist that thebe is no expbessing of those 
(deities); it is fob anotheb bubpose that 
the wobd is used. 

Bhdsya. 

It is for this reason, — on this account,'— is no expressing— by 
the terms ^Savitr^ and the rest, — of those (deities) that have not been 
laid down (in connection with the Darsha-Purim'mdsa),—"^ Pot what purpose 
then is the term used ? ” — ^It is used for the purpose of the Nirvdpa (the 
act of offering); the words of the being explained as follows— (a) 

^ Devasya savituh prasave\ — ^i.e. ‘ The deva savitr\ the Sacrificer, having 
brought forth (the offering), — (b) A ashvinorbdhubhydm \ — ^i.e. by the arms 
of the sacrificing couple (the Sacrificer and his wife), with a view to the 
engaging of the services (of the Priests) ; the Sacrificer and his wife are 
called ^A$hvins\ because at the Fire-installation Rite, they have given 
away an ashva (Horse), — or because they enjoy — ' asMtaxantau ^ — the fruits 
of the sacrifice ; thus the term ‘ bdhu ’ stands for the man’s own arms ; — 
(c) As for ‘ Pusan ’, the Sacrificer himself is regarded to be Pusan, on the 
ground of his supporting the Priests. — Thus every one of the 

terms in the Mantra is found to be eulogistic of the act of ojfermg. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the words 'Savitr" and the rest 
be taken oiit of their context and explained as denoting the deities Savitr, 
Ashvins, and Pusan, appearing in another Context ? As they would be 
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taken out of their Context on the basis of Indicative Power, they could 
certainly set aside the limitations of the Context'^ 

Answer — ^It is case-endings accompanying the terms Savitr " and the 
rest that make these terms adjectives qualifying something else; the 
denotation of the basic nouns however remains the same ; and as this is 
expressed by the direct denotation of the term, it naturally sets aside what 
is merely indicated by Indicative Power. What Indicative Power does is 
to transfer the terms to another Context where Savitr Bjxd. the rest do 
actually appear as deities,— this transfering being done on the understanding 
that the expressing of the meaning of the basic noun could only be for 
the purpose of mentioning the Deity — -on the ground that these deities 
do not figure in the sacrifice (DarsAa-Pwmamasa) that forms the subject- 
matter of the Context.— On the other hand, what the Direct Denotation 
of the case-ending does is to show that what is expressed by the basic 
noun is a qualification of something else ; and this something else is (the 
Sacrificer) spoken of by a word in the Context itself (as explained above). 
Direct Denotation is always more authoritative than Indicative Power. 
Hence the terms in question cannot be taken out of their Context. 

Says the Opponent — “If the terms ^ JSavitr ^ and the rest stand for 
the Sacrificer, then why should there be no modification of them at the 
Sattra (where there is no Sacrificer apart from the officiating Priests) ? 

.Inswer— The sentence is meant to serve the purpose of worshipping, 
not that of permitting (the Priests) ; the worshipping of the unworshipped 
is something that ought to be done ; it serves a visible purpose. As for the 
permitting, that has already been done by the Sacrificer when he appointed 
the Priest ; so that the doing of the same thing over again could only be 
taken as serving some imseen purpose. — -Then again, in the expression 
^jiistam nirvapdmi ’ the verb ‘ nirvapdmi ’ denotes the doing of worshipping ; 
— the phrase ' savituh prasave* speaks of the permitting which has already 
been done, for the purpose of qualifying something else ; in fact, even 
without the permitting, the Priest would certainly perform the offering, 
wliich is expressed directly by the word (of the text, Vnfrmjpdwi ’ ) ; but 
no sacrifice is anywhere spoken of as to be performed by a priest who has 
not been worshipped. — ^Thus then, inasmuch as the terms ^ Savitr ^ B>nd the 
rest are meant for the purposes of worshipping, they should not be ‘ modified \ 
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Adhikabana (13) (A) : In the Mantra lAgnaye jiispm 
nirvapami ’ , the word agnaye^ should be modified 
when used at the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (38). 

[PObvapaksa] — “ Being a tbbm denoting quality, that also should 

BE TREATED SIMILABLY.” 

? Bhdsya. 

In the same sentence that we have been considering {' Devasya tva^ 
etc.’), the last words as used at the Darsha-Purnamdaa are — ^ Agnaye 
jmtmn nirvapami \ 

In regard to these words there arises the question’ — When this Mantra 
is used at the ectyp© (the Saiirya sacrifice, for instance), should the term 
‘ agni ’ also (like " savitr \ etc.) be not modified, as that also is not denota- 
tive of anything that forms part of the sacrifice ? Or should it be modified, 
because it is denotative of sometliing that forms part of the sacrifice ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ If the question 
is as stated, then, inasmuch as the term ‘ agni ’ also is a term denoting 
quality, it should he treated similarly (i.e, like the words ‘ savitr^ and the rest),, 
and be regarded as not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. 
— ‘ Why so ? ’ — ^In this same sentence, the terms " savitr ’ and the rest are 
not denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice (as has been 
explained in the Siddhdnta of the preceding AdMkarana) ; under the 
circumstances, if the term ‘ agni ’ also were not denotative of anything 
forming part of the sacrifice, there would be uniformity, and uniformity is 
always desirable. Whenever the determining factors are similar, it is on the 
basis of that reason alone that we should have uniformity; — -in the ease 
in question, the determining factors are similar ;—e.g. in the case of the 
ternxs "savitr'' and the rest, ‘what is expressed by the words in question 
does not figure in the sacrifice’; and in the present ease also, what is 
expressed by the words ‘ agnaye justam nirvapami ’ does not figure in the 
sacrifice ; because what is expressed by the words ‘ agnaye jiistam nirvapami ’ 
is the offering of what has been ‘yafto’ (enjoyed or worshipped), and at the 
sacrifice, there is no such offering of what has been enjoyed (or worshipped) ; 
in fact, what should be offered is what has been >oi{ enjoyed, and it is by the 
offering that it becomes enjoyed (or worshipped). — ^Hence it follows that the 
term ‘ agni ’ also is not denotative of anyfihing forming part of the sacrifice. 
And here also, the use of the term ‘ agni- would be for the purpose of what 
follows, — ^i.e. for the purpose of eulogising the offering. — From all this it is 
clear that at the ectype, the term ‘ agm ’ also should not be ‘ modified 
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SUTRA (39). 

[SiddhInta] — Not so ; because it does eorm part oe the 

Sacrifice. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been said above is not right ; because as a matter of fact, the 
words ' agnaye jtistam nirvapdmi ' do denote sometlung that forms part 
of the sacrifice. — “ But it has been already explained by us that what these 
words express is the offering of what has been enjoyed, and there can be no 
offering of what has been already enjoyed”. — Our answer to that is that 
the sentence in question does not express the offering of what has been enjoyed ; 
what is expressed by it is the making of the thing ^ enjoyed^ by the act of 
offering it, the meaning being ‘I am making the thing en/o^/ed by Agni\ 
In this way the sentence serves a visible purpose. 

Thus, the determining factors in this case not being similar to those 
in the case of the terms ‘ Savitr ’ and the rest, the right course is not to 
treat the two cases as uniform; and hence it follows that the term ' agni\ 
as denoting something forming part of the sacrifice, should be ‘modified 


Or, the two Sutras 38 and 39 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhikarana — 

(13) (B) : In the Mantra used inputting the Rice upon the 
Stone-slab, the term ‘ dhdnya ’ should he modified. 

Bha^a. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we have the text — 
‘ Dhdnyamasi dhinuhi devdn — iti drsadi dvapati ’ [‘ Thou art Paddy, satisfy 
the Deities — saying this, he should put the grains on the stone -slab *]. — ^In 
regard to the term ‘ dhdnya % there arises the question — Does it denote 
something forming part of the sacrifice ? Or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa, as contained in Su. 38, is as follows : — 
“ The term ‘ dhdnya ’ appears to be denoting a quality, and as such, it 
could not be denotative of anything forming part of the sacrifice. — ^In fact, 
the term ‘ dhdnya ’ denotes the Paddy the Paddy is not put on the 

stone-slab for poimding ; — ^the bevxn. dhdnya \ in fact, stands for the 
unhusked grain ; — ^while what is put on the slab is the R ice (husked paddy - 
grains) ; — hence though what is put on the slab (and which forms part 
of the sacrifice) is the Rice, yet the word in the text expresses the 
Paddy ; so that what is expressed by the term ‘ dhdnya ’ is something which 
does not form part of the sacrifice ; — ^and hence its use can only serve an 
unseen purpose ; consequently there should be no modification of this term 
when the Mantra is used at the Ectype.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta, as set forth in 
Su. 39: — ^The above view is not right. In fact, what is denoted by the 
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term * dhanya "^ does form part of the sacrifice ;■ — the term denotes by 
indirect indication, on the basis of the fact that is a product, a 

modified form, oi Paddy (Dhdnya) just as in the expression— ‘ 
shdlayo bhujyante gdvah plyante^ [‘In the KashT-coimtry paddy is eaten 
and Cows B,Te drunh^], it being found that if these words were taken in 
their literal sense (cows being drunk by the men)) it would necessitate the 
assumption of an unseen result (the stated meaning being absurd), — ^the 
word (‘ gdvah \ ‘ cows ’) is taken in its indirect figurative sense (as standing 
iOT cow^s milk ), — ^From this it follows that the term ‘dhdnya^ is really 
denotative of something that forms part of the sacrifice, and hence it should 
be ‘ modified ’ when the Mantra is used at the Ectypal Sacrifice, 

The purpose served by this discussion is as follows : — ^There is the 
sacrifice known as ^ Shaky dndTnayanam satrimshatsavatsaram \ Sb sacrifice 
performed by the Shdkyas, lasting for thirty-six years ’ ) in connection 
with this sacrifice, we read — ‘ At the end of each day, the Master of the 
House goes out to hunt, out of the fiesh of the animals that he kills are 
made the cakes used at the Savanlya ofierings — At this offering the Mantra 
‘ Dhdnyamasi dhinuhi devdn ’ would have to be used in its unmodified form, 
— ^in accordance with the Purvapaksa ; whereas, in accordance with the 
SiddhantO; it would be modified into the form — ‘ Mdmsamasi dhinuhi 
devdn 


ABHiKAKAisrA (14): In the use of the ^ Idopahvana- 
mantra ’ there should he no modification of the term 
^ Yajhapati \ 

SUTRA (40). 

Evbh ih a case wheee it has been enjoined, if it subsebves the 

PIJEPOSES OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEEE SHOHLD BE NO 

'Modification’; — as in the case of Injunctions. 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Darsha-Purrbamdsa sacrifices, laid down in the text — ‘ One 
desiring Heaven, should perform tha Darsha-Purnarndsa sacrifices’;-— 
in connection therewith is the Idd-nigada, beginning with the expression 
^ Idopahuta^ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 7. 1. 2), where we read — ' Daivyd adhvaryava 
upahutdhi upahutd mamcsydh, ya hnam yajnamavdn ye cha yajnapatim 
vardhdn ’ [‘ The divine priests have been invited, invited have been the 
men, those who protect this sacrifice and those who help the Sacrificer to 
prosper’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 7. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^When this Mantra is used 
at a Sacrifice (Satra) where there are several ‘ Sacrificers — should the 
term ^ yajnapatim^ (‘sacrificer’) be modified (into its plural form)? Or 
should it be used in its immodified form ? 

In connection with this, the first question to consider is — ^Does the 
term ‘ yajnapati ’ (‘ sacrificer ’) denote something forming part of the 
sacrifice ? Or does it denote something not forming part of the sacrifice ? 
— “ How would it be denotative of sometliing forming part of the sacrifice ? ” 
— ^If the statement regarding the ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ is helpful 
to the sacrificer, then the term ‘sacrificer’ denotes something forming 
part of the sacrifice ; if on the other hand, the statement is merely eulogistic,, 
then the term ‘ sacrificer ’ is not denotative of anything forming part of the 
sacrifice. 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows The term ‘ Sacrificer ’ denotes 
a thing that forms part of the sacrifice and hence it should be ‘ modified 
“ Why ? ” — As a matter of fact, sacrificers are encouraged by the statement 
regarding the ‘ pi'osperity of the sacrificer — ^thus ‘prosperity of the 
sacrificer ’ is spoken of by means of words independently of the term ‘ ida ’ ; 
— Whence the notion of that ‘ prosperity of the sacrificer ’ is the direct cogni- 
tion,, while if it were taken as a mere praise of the Ida, it would be only 
indirect; so that, the sentence cannot be taken as a praise of the Ida, as 
that would be very remote from the real objective. From all this it follows 
that the term ^ yajnapati^ should be ‘modified’. Because [when there 
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are several sacriflcers, if the term ' Sacrificer ’ were used in the singular 
number, the ikfa?^^ra would speak of the ‘prosperity ’ of only oj^e of them ; 
so that] that individual sacrificer who^e ‘prosperity ’ would not be spoken 
of, would not be embellished with the embellislxment of encouragement 
(which is what is done by the Mantra) ; — whence it is necessary that all the 
sacrificers should be spoken of for the purpose of being embellished by the 
encom'agement ; — and when all of them have to be spoken of, the plural 
number must be used [that is, the term ^ yajnapatlm ’ in the original mantra 
must be modified into the plural form ‘ yajnapatln 

In answer to the above Purvapahsa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 
Even in a case where it has been enjoined, if it subserves the purposes of .sorne- 
thing else, there should be no modification, in the case of Injunctions, (Su.) ; 
— i.e. even when that which forms part of the sacrifice has been enjoined, 
if it is meant to be done for the sake of something else, — and not for its 
own embellishment, — it is always used in its unmodified form ; and such a 
factor should not be ‘modified’ ; because it subserves the purposes of some- 
thing else. That is to say, in the case in question the yajhapati (sacrificer) 
is spoken of for the purpose of qualifying the ‘prosperity’, and the 
‘ prosperity ’ is spoken of for the piirpose of eulogising the Ida. — “ How do 
you know this ? ” — ^It is deduced from the fact of the Mantra in question 
being syntactically connected with the I dopahvdna text (Taitti. Saih. 1. 7* 
1. 2), and also from the fact of the Ida being the subject-matter of the 
Context. 

It has been argued that — “The assertion of the ‘ prosperity of the 
sacrificer ’ is understood as serving the purpose of encouragement, in- 
dependently of the term "Ida " the meaning being that ‘ those men 
have been invited who would lead the sacrificer to prosperity’.” — The 
answer to this is as follows : — Beginning with the words^ — ‘ Sa yo haivam- 
vidvdn ifjayd charati ’, the text goes on to say — ‘ atha pratipadyate i^o- 
pahutopahutedoptasmd iddhvaydmi idopahutd", — From this it is understood 
that the text of wliich this forms the beginning is the ‘ Mantra of the Ida \— 
and in the middle of this Mantra ocevco the words beginning with ‘ ujMkutd 
manusydh ’ and ending with ‘ yajhapatim vardhdn — -Thus from this text, 
it follows that the Mantra is to be pronounced for the purpose of ‘ invit- 
ing the Ida", and (from its words) it is capable also of ‘inviting the Ida" ; 
on the other hand, there is no text to the effect that ‘ the Maixtra 
should be pronomiced for the purpose of encouraging the Sacrificer ’ ; 
the Mantra has the capacity to speak of it ; but the mere presence of the 
capacity does not determine the use of Mantras, without the help of actual 
declarations. In doing what we have suggested, the Context, pertaining, 
as it does, to the Ida, becomes duly honoured, and Syntactical Connection 
with the Ida also becomes secured, — For these reasons, the interpretation 
of the sentence should be — ‘such men have been invited as are capable of 
leading the Sacrificer to prosperity ’ ; to this end, all that is necessary is 
that ‘prosperity’ should be spoken of as qualified by the ‘sacrificer’'; 
— so that even if a single sacrificer has been mentioned, the purpose of the 
said qualification becomes accomplished ; — consequently, there should be 
no "modification" . 
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^45 in the case of Injunctions ; Le. a,& m a case where the Sacrificer is 
enjoined as the subordinate factor, the Injunction becomes fulfilled by any 
sacrificer (one or many, without restriction) ; for example, in the case of the 
Injunction ‘ The Post of Udumbara-wood should be made as tall as the 
Sacrificer %— or * The Sacrificer should start with Shukra \ 


Adhik^ana (15) : In the ^ 8uktavdka\ which is used in 
oblation of the grass-bedding^ the term , 

^ Yajamdna[ Sacrificer^) should be 
modified. 

SOTRA (41). 

Ik a case where he IS' THE PRIKGIPAL FACTOR, THERE SHOULD BE 

' MODIFIOATIOK 

Bhdsya. 

In coD^ection with the Darsha-Puri^mdsa, the use of the S&tavdka 
has beea laid down in the text — " Suktavdkena prastaram praharatp [*With 
the SuJctavdha, one should offer the grass -bedding ’] ; in this connection we 
read — \Ayam yajmdna dyurdskdste ’ [‘This sacrificer seeks for longevity?]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— -In the case of an Bctypal 
Sacrifice where there are several ‘ Sacrificers % should the word ^ yajamdnafy ’ 
(Singular) be modified {into ^ yajamdnah \ in the Plural) ? — Or not ? 

The Purvapahsa view on tliis question is as follows: — “The term 
‘ yajmndnah ’ should be used in its unmodified form ; in so doing, the 
indication of the word becomes honoured. Then again, the term does hot 
denote anything forming part of the sacrifice ; because the assertion that 
‘the sacrificer seeks for longevity’ subserves the purposes of sometliing 
else ; as no visible purpose of the sacrificer himself is served by this ‘ seeking 
for longevity ’ ; — ^it follows therefore that the ‘ seeking for longevity ’ is 
meant to serve some invisible purpose. Under the circumstances, the 
‘ seeking for longevity ’ as qualified by the ‘ sacrificer ’ becomes accom- 
plished by the mention of even a single Sacrificer as found in the Mantra- 
text; [so that there is no need for the change into the plural form]; — ^just as 
it is in the case of the injunction ‘ The Post of Udumhara-wood should be 
made of the same size as the Sacrificer — so in the case in question also. — 
From all this it follo%vs that the term yajamanah ’ should be used in its 
unmodified form.” 

In answer to tins, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^There should be 
change — ^modification, — in a case tohere the Sacrificer is the principal factor. 
— “ In what way is the Sacrificer the predonainant factor ? ” — ^There is the 
text — ‘ With the Suhtavdka, one should offer the grass-bedding ’ ; now the 
‘ Bedding ’ becomes offered ‘ with the Suktavdka if the Stiktavdka expresses 
the means or the fruit of the ‘ offering of the Bedding ’ ; — ^the fruit of the 
‘ offering ’ has been indicated in the declaration ‘ The Sacrificer is seeking for 
longevity — ^by means of this act ’ ; and thus it is that the Bedding comes 
to be oftered by the Sacrificer. Such being the case, if there is any Sacrificer 
who is not mentioned as the principal factor, then the said offering of the 
Bedding will not have been made by him ; consequently (in a case where 
there are several sacrificers) it becomes necessary to mention ail the 
sacrificers collectively ; and when ail are mentioned, the Plural ending must 
be used; hence there must be modification of the term ^ yajamdnak ' 
(into ‘ yafamdndh ’). 


Adhikarana ( 16 ) : In the ^ nigada-mantm ^ used in 
inviting the Suhrahmanyd Priest^ there is to he no 
^ modification ’ of the term ^ harivat\ 

SUTRA (42). 

It SHGtTLB BE BEGABBED AS QUALIFIED BY THAT (ONE MODIFICATION) 
alone; as thebe is no connection with THOSE THINGS. 

BJidsya, 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; in connection with which the 
‘ Suhrahmanyd^nigada ^ has been laid down in the form — ‘‘ Indra dgachekha^ 
hariva dgachchha, medhdtithermesah, etc.’ — ^In connection with the Agnistut, 
it is laid down that ‘ The Suhrah'iinayyyd is addressed to Agni \ Hence in the 
latter case, when the aforesaid Suhralimanyd-nigada is recited, the term 
^ indra ^ is modified into ^ agni\ — ^NTow the question arises in regard to 
‘ har iva dgachchha ’ and other terms in the mantra — Are these to be modified 
or not ? 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable one is as follows : — 
It should he regarded, as qualified by that one modification ‘ qualified by 
that ’ — Le, qualified by the single qualification that ‘ there is modification 
of the term indra \ — and the rest of the mantra should be taken as to be 
used in its unmodified form. — -“Why so ? ” — Because there 'is no connection 
with these things ; i.e. these words have no connection with ‘ these things ’ 
— ^i.e. with the character of being ^ harivat ’ and so forth ; that is to say, as 
a matter of fact, the qualities of being ‘ harivat ’ and the rest do not subsist 
in Indra ; there is no proof for the idea that they subsist in Indra ; even 
though non-existent in Him, they are spoken of as belonging to Him. It is 
only in this interpretation that the words retain their Direct Denotation ; 
in any other interpretation, recourse would have to be had to Indirect 
Indication ; that is, the harivat ’ and the rest would, in that case, be taken, 

not as denoting the character of being harivat \ hut m indicating, tiirough 
that character, some other quality which really subsists in Indra* — ^It might 
be argued that — “ If, as first explained, the terms denote qualities that do 
not subsist in Indra, then they retain their direct denotation and they 
shall not indicate any quality really subsisting in Indra — ^In that case it 
comes to our own view. — ^Hence the conclusion is that the quality (not 
subsisting in Indra) is spoken of (as subsisting) only for the sake of some 
invisible (transcendental) result ; and hence the words must be used in their 
umnodified form. The best explanation therefore is as follows : — ^The state- 
ment ^ Indra dgachchha hariva dgachchha, etc^ imposes upon Indra the 
qualities of being ‘ harivat^ and the rest,— -the sense being that ‘ Indra, 
equipped with these qualities, tends to bring about prosperity’. It is 
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possible for Agni also to be eormeeted with the said qualities in the same 
manner (i.e. by imposition).— Hence we conclude that the words expressing 
those qualities should be used in their unmodified forms. 

The Opponent might argue thus^ — “On the basis of this text itself, 
which speaks of the qualities as actually subsisting in IwdJm, it should be 
understood that these qualities are present in that Deity 

Our answer to that is that, even though the qualities are not actually 
present in Indra, the said assertion can be explained as being a mere eulogy (in 
which even non-existent quaKties are attributed) ; — just as in the assertion 
‘ Devadatta is Indra, he is Brhaspati \ 


SUTRA (43). 

[Objectiofi] — ''What is URasD might be true only if the acts 
(denoted by the qualities in question) WEBB not thebe 
— IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra], 

Blidsya, 

[Says the, Opponent] — “If your view is that ‘the terms '"harivat"^ 
and the rest should be used in their unmodified form — then what we 
would urge is that this might have been so, if the acts denoted hy the qualities 
in question were not there ; that is to say, if those qiialities did not really 
subsist in Indra ; as a matter of fact however, all these qualities do subsist 
in Indra, having been brought about by Ills actions. For instance, — (a) 
As regards the phrase ‘ hariva dgachchha % the Bright and the Dark Fort- 
nights are the '^Haris’ of Indra, in the sense that by means of those two 
he takes up all things ; — {h) Indra has been called ‘ mMhdtithernmmh ’ 
on account of the fact that having become a ram (mesa), he took away 
Medhdtithi, the son of Kanva ; — (c) Indra is spoken of as ‘ trsawsh/msya 
mene ’ on account of the fact that he loved Menahd, the daughter of Vrsa- 
nashva ; — {d) ‘ Gauravashandan \ is based upon the fact that having become 
a white deer (gauramrgah), Indra drinks the Soma from the forest. — These 
words of the text therefore describe qualities that are actually present in 
Indra. Thus the terms ‘ harivat " and the rest denote qualities that actually 
subsist in Indra ; and hence they should be taken as pronounced with a 
view to bring about the idea of Indra ; so that there is no need for 
assuming any transcendental result, — Thus the meaning of the text 
would be as follows — ‘O /ndm, please come — You, who are endowed with 
the qualities of being Harivat mid bo forth*. The Indirect Indication 
involved in tliis interpretation is certainly more acceptable than the assump- 
tion of a transcendental result (involved in the Siddhanta view). — From all 
this it follows that the terms ‘ ’ and the rest should be modified.’* 
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SUTRA (44). 

Not so ; because the ’words serve a dieferext 

. PURPOSE. 

BJiasya. 

It cannot be as has been suggested. As a matter of fact, the terms 
' /larwaiJ ’ and the rest serve a different purpose ; that is, they serve the 
purpose of eulogising Indra ; it is for the purpose of eulogising him that 
:"Indra: is addressed as ‘ Harivat ^ and the rest ; as we have already explained 
above. And for the purpose of eulogising, the same terms could be applied 
to *4r/ni-also. .. ■ 

It has been argued that “the qualities spoken of are actually j^resent 
in Indra, as indicated by such assertions as that ‘ the Purvapaksa and the 
Aparapaksa B>m the two Haris oi Indra\ and so forth ”. — ^But this is not 
right. Assertions like these do not predicate the actual presence of the two 
Haris in Indra ; as the sentence is construed as ^ the Bright and the Dark 
Fortnights are the Haris of Indra \ because in support of the assertion, 
a reason is adduced ‘ since by means of these, he takes up all tilings ’ ; — 
but it is not known that Indra takes up all things by means of the two 
fortnights; and it is only a well-known fact — and not one that has itself got 
to be proved — that can serve as a reason. As for the well-knowm fact that 
the two fortnights take tip — -i.e. destroy — all things, in the sense that all 
things finish in time [and the two Fortnights only represent Time% — in 
this sense there is no difference between Indra and Agni ; as in that sense, 
the words are applicable to A gfni also. 

If it be held that — “the words actually predicate the fact of Indra 
being one who takes up all things (^ar^r ) then, in that case, there would 

be a syntactical split; as it would be necessary to predicate also the fact 
that ‘these two are Indra’ s Haris \ — ^If this is not predicated, then the 
incongruity urged above remains there — ^that is, there is no difference 
between Indra and Agni. — ^If it be held that “ what are predicated are the 
Dark and the Bright Fortnights as belonging to Indra, — and these two being 
Hari, Indra comes to be spoken of as Harivat then the objection urged 
before remains — ^that the fact adduced as a reason is not well known at all. 
— Then again, the text contains the term ‘ wi’, which is never used in 
connection with what is predicated ; as it has been found to convey the 
sense of what is said being well known ; for instance, in such expressions as 
^ na vai strendni sakhydni sa??i^ ’ [‘ There is no friendship with women’]. 

Similarly, as regards the expressions ‘ ’ and the 

rest, all this has the appearance of a statement of historical facts; and if 
they were taken literally in that sense, then it would imply that the Veda 
(as represented by these expressions) has had a beginning in time ,* and 
this would be iughiy objectionable. — ^If it be said — “ Be it so [the Veda 
may have had a beginning in time] ”, — ^then, in that case, no authority 
would belong to it, and hence the statement regarding ‘the ram of 
MMhdtithi, the son of Kanva" need not be accepted as true. — Then again. 
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tliroughout tlie passage what is enjoined (and predicated) is the 
mantm; hence if anything else also were taken as predicated, there would 
he a syntactical split. 

From all this it is clear that the qualities spoken of do not subsist in 
Indm, and hence the words, not denoting anything subsisting therein, 
should be used in their mimodified forms. 

This conclusion however is not accepted by the Ydjnikas (PeTsons 
learned in sacrificial lore) ; as they do modify the words in question — 
reading the mantra, in the ease of the Agnistut^ as ‘ Agna dgachchha roM- 
tdshva vrddhahhdno dhumaJceto jdtavMo vicharsa7ia\ 


Adhikarana (17) ; [As embodied in the same SMras 42-44 
interpreted differently]. 

There is to he no modification in the mantra ‘' Tasyai 

shrtam, etc.\ ■ 

Bhdsya. 

We are citing another text (as to be dealt with by the same Sutras 
as the above).— 

There is the Sddymka sacrifice; in connection with which it is said— 
'' Sdfidastrivatsah somakrayanah^ [‘The Soma is bought with a calf which 
is entire and three years old ; at the primary sacrifice however the Soma 
is bought with a heifer one year old ; in connection with this heifer it is 
declared — ‘ lyam gauh, tayd te krindmi, tasyai shrtam, tasyai sharah, tasyai 
dadhi, tasyai mastu, tasyd dtanchanam, tasyai navanUam, tasyai ghrtam, 
iasyd dmih§d, tasyai vdjinam ’ This is the cow, with her I buy thee ; hers 
the Boiled Milk, hers the Cream, hers the Curd, hers the sour Cream, hers 
the Curdled Milk, hers the Butter, hers the Clarified Butter, hers the 
Curdled Pieces, hers the Whey ’] ; — this same mantra comes into the 
Sddyaska in accordance with General Law (that ‘ the Ectype is to be per- 
formed like the Archetype ’ ). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is modification ’ to be 
made only in place of the term ‘go’ (changing ^ iyam gauh^ into ^ ayani 
vatsah ’], and the rest of the words are to be remain as they are ? — Or are 
they all to be ‘modified’ ? 

On this question, the view that presents itself as the most reasonable 
one (set forth under Su. 42) is as follows The ‘ modification ’ in the form 
of the Mantra should appertain only to what is denoted by the term ‘ go ’ 
(‘ Cow ’) ; the rest of the words beginning with ‘ Tasyai shrtam ’ should be 
used in their unmodified form; because there is no connection between the 
tilings denoted by these latter— milk and the rest — ^with the one-year- 
old heifer; for the simple reason that the heifer is only one year oM, and 
tliQ one-year-old heifer yields no milk ; so that the words in question denote 
things that do not subsist in the heifer either ; and hence in connection with 
the ‘ entire calf ’ also they should be used in the same immodified form. 

To tiiis the following objection has been raised (in Su, 43) — “You 
seem to think that the words ‘ Shrtam ’ ( ‘ boiled milk ’ ) and the rest denote 
tilings that do not subsist in the one-year-old heifer. That might have been 
so, if the qualities spoken of (as implied by the words in question) did not 
subsist in the one-year-old heifer at all ; as a matter of fact, however, al| that 
is spoken of is likely to appear in the heifer after some time ; in the case of 
the entire-calf on the other hand, there is absolutely no possibility of its 
ever appearing at any time. Through referring to the qualities expected to 
appear at some future time, the words would be taken as serving the 
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purpose of commending (the heifer) by the assertion that ‘ she would yield 
the Boiled Milk mid other things ’.-—Hence the words in question should 
not be used (at the Sddyaslea) in their unmodified forms.” 

This objection is answered in Su. 44, as follows : — ^What has been just 
urged cannot be right: The words in question must be used in their 
unmodified forms ; all that is denoted by the words cannot subsist in the 
heifer, simply because she is only one year old; it might be 
said that “ they are going to appear in her after some time”,^ — ^that might 
be said of the * Entire Calf ’ also ; as a milch cow might be born through 
that calf and this cow could yield the Milk, etc.— -From all this it follows 
that the words in question should be used in their unmodified forms. 



Adhikarana (18) : The ^ Adhrigu-praisa-^mantra — 

^ Direction’^ to the Adhrigu Priest — is to he 
omitted in the case of the Ewe dedicated 
to Sarasvati. 

SUTRA (45). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Peom among the animals to which the same Injunc- 
tion is applicable, THE 'Ewe dedicated to Saeasvati ’ 

SHOULD HAVE NO CONNECTION (WITH THE MANTEA), — 

BECAUSE THE MaNTRA MENTIONS ONE PAETICULAR 

GENDER (Masculine) and the ' Ewe ’ is 
Feminine. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with w’hich certain 
animals have been spoken of (as to be killed) — ‘ The animal dedicated 
to Agni should be killed at the Agnistoma, — the animal dedicated to Indm- 
Agnif at the Ukthya^ — the animal dedicated to Indra~Vrm% at the Sodashin, 
— ^th© Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl, at the Atirdtra \ — In connection with the 
Agmsomlya (animal dedicated to AgniBoma), there is the following mantra 
known as the ' Adhrigii-praisa^ (Direction addressed to the Adhrigu Friest^ 
who is also called the \Shamayitr ' , the Quarterer of the animaFs body) — 
^ Upanayata medhyddura dshdsdnd medhapatibhydm mendha’ (Taitti. 
Brahmana 3. 6. 6. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the Adhrigu 
praisa be pronounced in connection with the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvati ? 
—Or mot ? 

[An objection is raised against the question] — “ The said Mantra has 
been enjoined in connection with the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma [wMch 
is the Archetype of all animal-sacrifices], and as such it is admissible in 
connection with all the animals, in accordance with the General Law relating 
to iAi-ehetypes and Ectypes ; [so that the said question cannot arise at all] 

Answer — It is a hypothetical discussion that we have here, on the 
basis of the notion that the same injunction applies equally to all the 
animals. 

The answer to the question which appears to be most reasonable is as 
follows : — From among the animals to which the same Injunction is applicable, 
the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl ’ should have no connection with the Adhrigu- 
praisa, — “ Why ? ” — Because the Mantra mentions one particular gender ; 
the Adhrigu-praisa-mantra has indicated the animal as belonging to a 
particular Gender (Masculine) — ^in the concluding words of the Mantra — 
' Prasfnai agnim bharatd \ where the Masculine term (‘ asmai ’) has been 
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iis0d ; wMle the ^ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl ’ is a female and the pronoun 
in the Masculine cannot stand for a female ; — ^hence the conclusion is that 
the Mwq dedicated to Sarasvatl has no connection with the Adlwigu-praisa- 
mantra, 

StJTRA (46). 

[Opponents view] — In fact, what is spoken of is “^animal’ in 

GENERAL ; AS THAT IS WHAT IS ENJOINED ; AND IT IS THE CLASS 
' ANIMAL ’ IN GENERAL TO WHICH THE MASCULINITY 
PERTAINS.” 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ {‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
in the foregoing Sutra, 

“ It is not true that ‘ the Ewe dedicated to SarasvaM ’ has no connection 
with the Adhrigu-praisa ; because as a matter of fact, the Adhrigu-praisa 
is to be pronounced in coimection with the said Ewe also. — ‘ Why ? 
Because of the Context ; all the animals have been mentioned in the same 
Context ; in fact, it is on the basis of this understanding that the whole of 
this hypothetical discussion has been started ; consequently the mantra 
becomes connected also with the Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl. — It has been 
argued that ‘ tliis would not be right, as the mantra makes use of a particular 
Gender \ But this is not right ; because what is spoken of is the animal in 
general \ what is in close proximity to the Masculine pronoun {^asmai^) 
is the class ‘ animal ’ ; and it is this which would be spoken of (referred to) 
in the words of the mantra — ‘ Prasmai agnim hharatd pashave ’ ; — and it is 
this what is enjoined. The masculinity too of the pronoun asmai^) is 
what is denoted by the common term ‘ animal ’ and tliis class -character 
of ‘ animal’ is present in the Ewe also ; so that when the pronoun would 
be used (in the mantra pronounced in connection with the Ewe) it would 
stand for the generic term ‘ animal V (which includes the Ewe also). — In 
this way, the indication of the Context would be duly honoured. — From 
all this it follows that the Adhrigu-praisa should be conneeted with the 
‘ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl 

SUTRA (47). 

[Opponenfs objection answered] — ^As a matter of fact, it is a particit- 

LAR ANIMAL: AS THAT IS THE THING SIGNIFIED BY THE WORD. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ ya ’ implies the rejection of the view just set forth. 

It is not right to say that the ‘Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl’ should 
be connected with the Adhrigu-praisa i m right is the other view — that 
it should not be connected. — ‘‘ Why ? ’’—-Because # a amwmi, 
as that is the thing signified by the word; what the term (' asmai ’) is capable 
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of signifying is a mafe, while the thing in question— the Ewe — -m female ; 
and a word in the Masculine Gender cannot signify a female. So that the 
right view is what we explained at the very outset (under Su. 45) ; all that 
remains to be done is to point out the incongruities in the view of the 
Opponent. 

SUTRA (48). 

But WHAT IS really siaxmED is the class ' animal — the word 

BEING ONE AND THE SAME.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 46) that — “ the word would be taken as 
referring to the class ‘animal’ ; the word, signifying the class ‘animal’ and 
the individual animal, being one and the same ; hence the Ewe could be 
connected with the words of the Mantra — Prdsmai, etc.’ 

This argument has got to be refuted [and this is going to be done in the 
following Sutra] — 

SOTRA (49). 

In reality, it should be as we have, explained above ; 

BECAUSE OF PROXIMITY. 

Bhdsya. 

It should be as we have explained above; — ^that is, the ‘ Ewe dedicated to 
SarasvaM ’ should have no connection with the Adhrigu-praisa.— ^ Wliy ” ?— 
Because of the reason already explained, — ^that is, the other view is in- 
compatible with the gender of the word used in the mantra. 

It has been argued that — “ [in the event of the Mantra being used 
in connection with the Ewe] the pronoun (‘ asmai ’) could be taken as 
correlated to the term ‘ animal ’ (which signifies animal in general) — 
Tliis however is not possible ; — ^why ? — because of proximity ; i.e. the 
Pronoun always stands for what is in close proximity to it ; — so that the 
Mantra should be connected with that thing which is verbally in close 
proximity to it ; and it is only when there is no such thing there as is 
equipped with the same gender and other characteristics as the Pronoun 
itself— that it is taken as standing for what is in close proximity to it materi- 
ally, By reason of this proximity, the pronoun can stand for an individual 
endowed with only one qualification (that of gender) ; hence on account of 
proximity, there is only one generic factor (that of Masculinity) that is 
accepted as signified, and hot any other generic entity in the shape of the 
ctos ‘ animal ’ and the like. Hence when the term ‘ animal ’ is actually 
pronounced, the term would abstract the class ‘ animal ’ from the Individual, 
and we can have the construction " asmai pashave ’ ; when, on the other hand, 
the word ‘animal’ is not pronounced, the pronoun ‘aama?* ’ comes to be 
expressive of the particular gender only.— Hence it follows that the Mantra 
in question has no connection with the ‘ Ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl \ 



1484 


SHABABA-BHASYA : 


' This is a purely hypothetical discussion ; hence it is not necessary to 
explain the purpose served by it. In fact, this is a discussion which supplies 
the instance where use is made of the consideration of the question as to 
whether the accessory details relating to animals appertain to the Agmsomlya 
animal only, or they are common to all the animals. If the accessories 
belong to all in common (dealt with under 3. 6. 31) — then the ‘ Ewe dedicated to 
SarasvaW m not connected with the Adhrigu-praisa ; — on the other hand, 
if the accessories appertain to the Agmsomlya animal only, then the 
Adhrigu-praisa becomes connected with the Ewe, but in the modified form 
(the Masculine Pronoun being changed into the Feminine one).- — It is not 
necessary to explain the purpose of what is itself a purpose. 



ADHiKARAisrA (19): In the ‘ Yajhayajhiya Smnan\ the 
term ' ird ^ should he used in place of the term 

' gird \ 

SUTEA (50). 

[Siddhanta] — In a ca^e where the Veda itself lays down a form 

DIFFERENT FROM WHAT OCCURS IN THE VeDIC TEXT, THERE 
MUST BE MODIFICATION, BY REASON OF THAT 
DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, laid down in the text— Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ^ ; — at this sacrifice, 
the Y ajnayajnlya-sdman [i.e. the verse ‘ Y ajndyajndvo agnaye gird gird ha 
dakaaseJ, (Vdyasan^a-Sam. 27. 42, Sdma-Veda-samhitd 1. 35) set to music] 
is sung ; — in connection with this SdmaUi it is laid down — ‘ One should not 
pronounce the words gird^gird, if the Udgdtr priest pronounces the words 
gird gird, he swallows himself, — hence the Sdman should be sung by changing 
gird into ird \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is one to use the term 
‘ ird ’ Of the term ‘ gird ’ [the two forms being regarded as optional 
alternatives] ? — Or should one use the term ‘ ird ’ only ? 

The view that presents itself as the most reasonable is as follows :— 
In a case where the Veda itself lays down a form different from what occurs in 
the Vedic text, there m/ust be modification ; that is to say, the Veda lays down 
the use of the term Sm ’ which is different from the term ^gird\ wMch 
latter is what occurs in the Vedic text, dealing with the Jyotistoma ; and 
inasmuch as the form ‘ ird ’ has been particularly specified, it should set aside 
the form ‘ gird ’ wliich occurs only in a general way. 

SUTEA (51). 

[The Opponent's objection to the Siddhanta view] — In reality, 

BOTH FORMS SHOULD BE USED, BECAUSE THE REASON IS THE 
SAME ; HENCE AS SERVING THE SAME PURPOSE, THE 
TWO FORMS SHOULD BE TREATED AS 
OPTIONAL ALTERNATIVES.’^ 

Bhdsya, 

The term 'vd' (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

“The use should not be restricted to the word "" ird\ — both forms 
should be used ; that is, both the forms may be used. — ‘ Wliich two forms ^ ? 
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— ^The form ‘im ’ and the form ^gird^; — became the reason is the same; 
the word ^ gird '* occurs in the Veda, and it is -understood that the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice should be accomplished by means of the Sdman in which that word 
occurs and it is also understood that the sacrifice is to be accomplished 
by means of the word ‘ ’ (as used in the Sdman) ;so that both these 

words serve the same purpose ;-—i.e. the one, as well as the other, is used 
for the purpose of eulogising;^ — Whence the two words — "ird^ nnd 'gird " — * 
should he treated as optional alternatives d" 

SUTRA (52). 

[Ohjection--mnduded}—^ Amo because the Samah has beeh 

enjoined/’ 

Biddhdniin says — ‘The two words do not stand on the same 
footing: the word 'gird" merely occurs in the Vedic text, while the word 
‘ ird ’ is enjoined as to be used \ — This is not right ; — ^why ? — because the 
Sdman has been enjoined ; the use of the Sdman has been enjoined in the 
text ‘ They sing the Yajnayajhiya ", and the Y ajhdyajmya-Yers>e contains 
the word ‘ gird " ; so that when the verse has been enjoined, the -word 
‘ gird " also becomes enjoined. — ^From all this it follows that the two words 
should be treated as optional alternatives.” 


SUTRA (53). 

{Siddhdrdin's answer to the Opponenfs objection] — In reality, there 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTION ; BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC VeDIC 
TEXT ; THE OTHER WOULD BE TREATED LIRE THE 
^ NUMBER SEVENTEEN 

BJidsya. 

In reality, the use should be restricted to the word ird “ Why ? 
Bemuse of the specific Vedic text ; the use of the word ‘ ird " has been laid 
down by the specific Vedic text— ‘ It should be sung by changing into ird " ; 
wliile the term ‘ gird " is spoken of only in a general way ; and as such how 
could it be related to the Sdman to be smig ’ ? In fact, the word ' gird" 
merely occurs in the text,— it is nowhere enjoined as to be used ; that it is 
to be used can only be assumed on the basis of the Presumption that 
miless the word were uttered the could not be formed; in the case 

of the word 'ird" on the other hand, that it should be used is du^eetly 
enjoined in the Veda itself ; and when the required wmuld be accom- 

plished with tills enjoined word ‘ tm h there would be no ground for the 
presumption of the use of the word ' gird ". 

Question — “In that ease, where would there be room for the form 
'gird" which occui‘s in the text as the ordinary form ? ” 
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Answer— The other would be treated lihe the ■ number seventeen ^.- — is 
trae that the form ‘ gird ’ is laid down in the ordinary text ; and it could 
be treated like the number ‘seventeen’; that is, just as the number 
‘ seventeen ’ (in connection with the JSdmidhenia) finds room in the Eetypal 
sacrifices (as explained under Su. 3. 6, 9), so could the form ‘ ’ also 

find room in the Eetypal sacrifices. 



Adhikabana ( 20 ) : The word ' ird ’ should be set to music. 


SUTRA (54). 

[POrvapaksa] — ‘'The word being difeerent, as it does not appear 

IN A FORM SET TO MUSIC, IT SHODIiD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED 
TO BE USED EXACTLY IN THE FORM IN WHICH IT IS 
MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection witli the Yajnayajniya-Sdman sung at the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ One should not pronounce the words gird gird, — if the 
Udgatr -priest were to pronounce the words gird gird, he would swallow 
himself, — hence one should sing the Sdman by changing gird into ird ’ 
and it has been settled that at the Jyotistoma, one should use the word 
Sm ’ in place of the word ^ gird \ 

The question that arises now is — -When the word ‘ im ’ is used, should 
it be used as set to music ? Or without being set to music ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows: — “When we 
find that the word mentioned in the Veda (i.e. ‘ ird ’) is different from the 
word ^ gird" (which is what is found in the original text), — we 

assert that the word ‘ m " should be used without being set to music. — 
Why ? — Because it does not appear in a form set to music ; the form in which 
the word ‘ ird " has been enjoined is not one set to music ; and eveiy word 
should be used exactly in the form in which it has been enjoined.—' It is 
not true that the word ‘ird" has been enjoined in a form noi5 set to music ; 
in fact, it has been enjoined by means of a nominal affix (the wmrd used being 
airam which is derived from ird with the an affix), by which a parti- 
cular accent becomes indicated ’.—It may be that there is a particular 
accent ; but no such musical syllables as ' d-l ’ and the like have been laid 
down (wlaich would mean that the word is meant to be set to music) ; in 
fact, the nominal affix (‘aw ’) has been added to the term ’ in its simple 
(unmodified) form ; whence it follows that the word should foe used in that 
simple unmodified form (without being set to music). — ^It might be argued 
that — ‘ the use of the simple form of the word as it stands is not what is 
meant to be enjoined’. — Our answer to this is that there is no reason in 
support of the idea that such use M meant i while in support of the 
idea that such use is meant we have this fact itself that it is in that simple 
form that it is mentioned in the text.— From all this it follows that the 
word Hrd" should be used without being set to music.” 
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SUTRA (55). 

[Sibbhanta]— In beality, that same music should apply (to ‘ ml ’) 

WHICH IS POUND IN THE WOBB IN WHOSE PLACE THAT WOBB 
IS USED ; BECAUSE THE IMPOBTANT POINT IS THAT THE 
WOBB SHOULD BE BIPPEBENT. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
.'above. ■ . ' . ■ ^ 

That word {‘ gird ’) in whose place the word ‘ ird ’ is used, — the music 
of that same word should be applied to the word 'ird\ — -“Why?”- — 
Because the important point is that the word should he different. In the 
declaration that ‘the word ird is to be used in place of the word gird \ 
the important factor is that the word should be difterent,— -not that that 
word should be used in a form not set to music. In fact, the form of 
verbal expression used in the enjoining of some peculiarity of the word 
‘ ’ would be entirely different from that used in the enjoining of the 

word ‘ ird ’ itself. The form in which the injunction is actually found is — 
‘ One should sing the Sdman after having adopted a modification in the form 
of the word ird ’ ; so that what is enjoined is simply the word ‘ ird %“~not the 
word as apart from music ; — as all that is said is that ‘ one should pronounce 
the modification in the form of the word wd \ not that of the word ‘ gird ’ ; 
and this idea has been expressed by means of the nominal aifix (in the term 
‘ airam ’) ; and the nominal affix does not provide the idea that ‘ the modi- 
fication in the form of the word ‘ ird ’ which is to be used should be one not 
set to music ’ ; — ^it is only subsequently that the nominal affix would express the 
idea that ‘ the modified form should be used and this is what comes to 
be reiterated; the sense being that ‘ what is enjoined is what is denoted 
by the basic noun ird \ Thus what the injunction is meant to lay down 
is that a different word (from ‘ ’) should be used, — and not that that word 

should not be set to music ; in fact, heing set to music is only a ‘ modification ’ 
of the word, and it is ‘ modification ’ in general that is laid down by the 
Injunction. 

StJTEA (56). 

Also because it is actually connected with singing. 

Bhdsya. 

The connection of is there ; the text ‘ Udgeya'tnd ird chd ddksdsd ’ 

clearly shows that there is singing of ‘ im *. 

SUTRA (67). 

'‘It may be mebe assbbtion ip is ubgeb [then the answer 
would be as given in the following Sutra]. 

[Says the Opponent]— “ If you think that the text quoted indicates 
singing f — then you are wrong ; it is not so ; in fact, the text ‘ TJdgeya md 
ird, etc.’ may mean mere assertion.^'* 
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SUTRA (58). 

That cankot be ; because that is the principal factor. 

Bhdsya. 

Wliat has been urged is not possible ; because in the text quoted, 
tJmt is the principal factor. — “What is the principal factor ? ” — The word 
‘ if a ’ is the principal factor ; as that is what is laid down ; music not the 
principal factor; as that is not what is laid down, — as we have already 
explained. So also the commendation that is found is that of the word 
‘ ird \ not of tha music — The text ^ Irdmaham yajamdne daddni, etc.’ contains 
a commendation of the word ^ ird^, not of the From all this it 

follows that the word ^ ird \ should be used SiS set to mmic. 

Question—^'' What is the use of all this discussion ? We do not perceive 
any difference (between the two views) ”. 

Answer — This discussion is of use in the case of another text—^ One 
should not say pra-pra, one should say pra-pri ’ ; in the case of this text, if 
the Purvapah§a view is right, one might use either the phrase "pra-pra^ 
or ^ pra-prl ’ ; while, if the Siddhdnta view is right, one must use the word 
‘ pra-prl \ 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya IX. 



ADHYAYA IX. 


PADA IL 

Adhikapana ( 1 ) : It is the ^ music ’ that is called 
Saman\ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — ^'SSOME PEOPLE BEGARD THE MANTRA AS ' SAMAN 
ON THE GROUND OP ' SmrTI ’ AND ‘ TEACHING 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Sdmans — named (1) "" rathantara \ (2) 'hrhat^; (3) 

‘ vaimpa \ (4) ‘ mlraja \ (5) ‘ shakvara \ and (6) ‘ rawata> — in connection 
with the mantras ‘ AbM tvd shura nonumah, etc.’ (Rgveda, 7. 32. 22) and 
others. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^Does the name 
‘ Sdman ’ apply to these mantras as sung ? — Or to the music (to which the 
mantras are set) ? 

Objection against the question — “It has been already decided, under 
Sutra 2. 1. 36, that ‘ the name Sdman is applied to the music ’ ; [why then 
should the said question be raised again ?] ”. 

Answer — Under Discomse II, the subject being considered was the 
injunctive potency of the verb contained in a Mantra, — ^and when the 
doubt arose as to the existence of mantras at all, it became necessary to 
prove their existence, and to that end the definition of ‘ mantra ’ was provided 
in the form that ‘ The name Mantra is applied to those texts that are ex- 
pressive of the said assertion of things connected with prescribed acts ’ (Su. 
2. 1. 32); — then, in view of the text ‘ hudhniya manAram me gopdya 
yam/rsay astray ividci viduh rcho yajumsi sdmdni \ — ^where the three Idnds of 
mantra, Rk mid the rest, have been mentioned,— it became necessary to 
make a distinction among Mantras,— Sbud it was in that connection that 
the definition of ‘ ’ was provided mider Su. 2. 1. 36 — ‘The name 

ScDnan is applied to the music ’. [This has been done there only by the 
way, and the said definition was not meant to be a definite statement to 
the effect that it is the music, and not as set to music, that is 

called ^ Sdman — On that occasion no special consideration was given 
to the specific question as to whether the name ‘ ’ applies to the 

mantra set to music or to the mwsic itself,— -because whether it applies to 
one or the other, it remains distinct from the other two kinds of Mantra, 
the J^k and the Yajus; so that the threefold division remains intact; and 
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there was thus no need to investigate the further question regarding the 
more precise connotation of the term On the present occasion, 

on the other hand, inasmuch as the operation in connection with the 
9 nantm set to music would be distinct from that in connection with the music^ 
an attempt is made to find out the exact connotation of the term. 

“ But tiiis also is well known that the term ' Sdman\ connotes the 
act of singing 

The answer to this is that the same fact is again reiterated, for the 
purpose of reminding people of it, with a view to introducing the further 
question — ^It being well known that the n&im "SdTnan" applies to the 
music, the farther question arises — -In the music, are the verses {mantras) 
th.Q predominant (primary), or the (secondary), factor? [Tliis 

is dealt with xmder Su. 3 to 13.] 

Says the Questioner — “ For the purpose of reminding people of a well- 
ascertained fact, it is not necessary to bring forward the contrary view; 
for instance, there is no need for recalling the (Pwrmpafea) theory that 
‘the name Sdman applies to the mantras'' [as lias been done in the 
present 

The answer to tliis is as follows : — ^The contrary view {Purvapaksa) 
also has been set forth here only for the purpose of reminding people of the 
Siddhdnta view; so that what people are reminded of is the fact that (on 
the former occasion) having put forward the view, that ‘ it is 

the 7nantra4cxt set to music that is called Smnan it has been finally settled 
that ‘ it is the musk that is called Sdman ’.—And this being already known, 
it becomes necessary to consider the further question — ^In the music, are 
the verses (Mantras) the predominant, or the subordinate, factor ? [If 
the mantra set to musk is Sdman, then the Mantra is the predominant factor, 
wiiile, if it is the musk that is Sdman, then, the Mantra m the Subordinate 
factor]. 


On tiiis question then, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “Some 
people think it is the mantra as sung (mt to music) that is Sdman, — On 
what grounds? — On ike ground of ‘‘Smrti' and 'teaching' ; — there arc 
Smrti4exts to the effect that ‘ The wantm sung is Sdman \ and the revered 
Vedie Teachers also impart the same teaching to their pupils. — [Objection] 
— ‘If what the Smrtktext says is the same as what is taught, then the 
teaching cannot be regarded as a separate ground (reason)’. — [Ansi^?er] — 
True ; then wo shall explain the ‘ teaching ’ in a different manner : the 
‘teaching’ (referred to in the Sutra) is that contained in the text — ' Ahe 
budhniya mantram me gopdya yamraayastrayividd viduh rcho yajumsi sdmdnl \ 
where it is made clear that Sdman is a kind of Mantra ; here thus we have 
the ‘ teacliing ’ to the effect that the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the mantra 
(not to the music) ; and from tliis ‘ Teaching ’ we conclude that it is the 
Mantras that are SdmanP 
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SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — The ixcongbuities involved in this view have 

BEEN ALKEADY EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya. 

The incoiagrnity involved in the above view has already been explained 
under Discourse VII (Pada ii), that in connection with the text ‘ Kavatlsu 
rathaMaram gdyati \ as there can be no space in the verse, it would be 
necessary to have recourse to the indirect indication of either place or 
characteristic details [Bhdsya on Su. 7. 2, 21]. — Prom all this it follows that 
the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the music, not to the mantra-texts set to 
music. 


Adhikarana (2) ; The ‘ Uha-texts ’ should he regarded as 
‘ human ’ in their origin. 

Bhdsya, 

Sutras (1) and (2) may be explained in the following manner as 
representing the following Adhiharana : — 

There is the ' Cha-text — ‘ Kaydnashchitra dbhuvat, etc.’ (Samaveda, 
Sam. 1. 169 and 2. 32) ; in regard to this the question arises — Is this text 
scriptural and eternal ? Or is it one that has been thought out and sung 
(by men) t 

The Purvapaksa (set forth in Sutra 1) is as follows : — “ Some people 
think that the — ‘ tjha-sdman ’ texts are mantras and as such scriptural 
and eternal.— On what grounds ? — On the ground> of ‘ Smrti ’ and ‘ Teaching ’ ; 
there is the Sm/rti — to the effect that the texts are mantras and hence 
scriptural and eternal, and they impart the same teaching to their pupils. — 
Objection : ‘ The Smrti and the Teaching are the same (and hence the two 
should not have been mentioned as two reasons)’. — True; hence we are 
quoting another ‘ teaching ’ — ^in the shape of the Brahmana -declaration, 

^ Uhashchlklrsltah^ , the term chiMrsitah'' jaearm what is desired, — the affix 
'San^ (which is present in the term ^ chlklrsitah ’) having been laid down as 
having the desiderative force ; and the Uha-text could be ‘ desued ’ only if 
it were equal to the Veda, and not the conscious work of an author ; on the 
other hand, if it were composed by an author, it could not be trustworthy, 
and hence not ‘ desired ’ as to be used at the sacrifice ; — and yet we find the 
term ‘ chikhsitah ’ used in the Brdhmana-text quoted (in reference to the 
Uha-text) ; hence the Uha-text should be regarded as eternal.” 

The Siddhanta (as set forth in Su. 2) is as follows: — ^What has been 
just set forth declares its own incongruity ; in explaining the grounds for 
your view, you have yourself declared its weak point — viz. : the statement 
‘ Uhashchikirsitah " ; this means that ‘ the Gha-text is meant to he made^ ; 
and this can be said only of what is not eternaL — It has been argued that 
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Vthe term means desired, the affix San hming the desiderative 

force .—The answer to this is as follows — It is true that the term means 
desired,—hut what it means is that, that which is made to bring about what 
is desired is itself desired to he made ; and for this reason the Uha4ext must 
be iion-eternaL: — As for the argument that — “it should be regarded as 
eternal, on the ground of Smrti ”, — such a Smrti has no authority, 
having, as it has, a visible source. There is the declaration that ‘ One 
should sing the Rathantara on the verses ’ ; and it is from tliis 

declaration of ‘ transference ’ that we derive the first notion that on the 
basis of reasoning, the singing of the Sdman should be done in this manner ; 
and it is on this first notion that the Smrti (referred to by the Purvapaksin) 
is based ; and as such, it cannot be regarded as authoritative ; and hence the 
Uhadext must be regarded as the wo7'k of man (non -eternal). 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

According to the Purvapaksa what is contrary to reason would also 
be authoritative ; while according to the Siddhdnta, what is contrary to 
reason cannot be authoritative. 


ABHiKAEAisrA (3) : The ^ Sdman ’ is an ^ embellishment ’ 

of the Verse. 

SUTRA (3). 

[POrvapaksa — continued]—' Verily it should be regarded as a 
Primart Act ; because there is the sigh of the 
Ihjuhotion.” 

Bhdsya. 

The same Sdmans are the subject-matter of this discussion also. — In 
regard to these it has been settled that it is the music that is called 
' Sdman \ The question that arises now is — In reference to the verses 
(set to music), is the Music the Primary or the Secondary factor ? 

Objection — “ It has been already decided that what the term ^ Sdman ’ 
denotes is an act of embellishment (which must be the secondary factor) — 
under Su. 7. 2. 13.’’ 

' Answer — True ; but here we start with objecting to that conclusion, — 
and here also the final conclusion will be the same. 

In answer to the question raised, the view that presents itself as the 
most reasonable is that, — ^in accordance with the AdhilcaraTya referred to 
(i.e. Su. 7. 2. 13), thie Music must be regarded as an act of embellishment (and 
hence secondary). 

Against that view, we have the following view [which is the Purvapakaa 
of the present Adhikarana]—^^ What is called ' Sdman ’ should be regarded 
as a primary act.— ‘ What is the reason for this?’ — ^Herein is present 
the sign of the Injunction of a primary act, — in the shape of the Accusative 
Ending in ‘ Ratliantaram gdyati ’ [where ‘ ratliantara ’ is the name of a 
particular Sdman] ; — hence it should be regarded as a Primary act. — Then 
again, the singing (music) is done at the time of the performance of a 
sacrifice ; — ^if then the music be held to be an ‘ embellishment ’ of the offering- 
material, — then, inasmuch as that material has been already ‘ embellished ’ 
(before the commencement of the sacrifice), it could not be ‘ embellished ’ 
by yet another invisible ‘ embellishment ’ during the time of the perform- 
ance ; for example, what is already smooth cannot be smoothed again, 
or what is already gromd cannot be ground again. For this reason, the 
act (if it is to be an ‘ embellishment ’) would have to be regarded as to be 
done at a time when the sacrifice is not being performed, — just as in the 
case of the Fires; [and this would be incompatible with the fact that the 
singing of the Sdman is done dttrmgr the performance of the sacrifice]. 
— In accordance with our view, on the other hand, being itself a Primary 
act, the singing would bring about its own result ; and hence there would 
be no incongruity in thn singing being done at a time other than that of the 
performance of the sacrifice.— Then again, it has been enjoined that — 
‘ Having taken up the observances on the Full Moon Day of the month of 
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iShrdvana, one should carry on Vedic Study for four months and a half’ ; 
and the singing (of the iSdman) would be conducive to the result of these 
observances ; under any other view, the Result, mentioned in connection 
with the men (taking up the observances), would have to be assumed as 
following from those observances themselves (which cannot be right). — 
For this reason also, the singing should be regarded as a Primary act 

SUTRA (4). 

[PuRVAPAKRA — Continued]—' ' 111 has the verse fob its substance,-— 

STJCH BEING THE EIEBCT DECLARATION ; — AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE ‘ PlKAYAJ^lA 

Bhd^a. 

“Our Opponent argues as follows You say that ihe singing is a 
Primary act ; but in reality, it cannot be a Primary act ; because it brings 
no fruit; if a fruit were assumed, it would mean the assumption of some- 
thing unheard of ; hence the should be regarded as subordinate to 

the sacrifice. If it is not so subordinate (and if it is a primary act by itself), 
tlien (we ask) what is that Substance, in reference to which the singing 
would be a primary act ? ’ — -Our answer to this is as follows i—It has the 
verse for its substance', in regard to the singing, the Fer^e takes the place 
of the ‘ substance ’ ; that is to say, just as the ‘ substance ’ helps in the 
accomplishment of an ordinary act, so does the verse help in the accom- 
plishment of the singing-, and hence in reference to the verse, the singing 
is a primary act ; as an accomplished entity is always mentioned for the 
.sake of that which is to be accomplished. — ‘But how^do you know that 
the singing has the verse for its substance ? We learn it from direct 
declaration ; there are such declarations as ‘ ^chi sdma gdyati ’ (' Sings the 
Sdman in the verse') ; — just as in the ease of the Pdkayajhas, such sub- 
stances have been declared as ' Ldjd' (Fried grains), ' DAdwd ’ (Parched 
grain), 'Tandula' (Rice), ' Ajya' (Clarified Butter), — so, in the case of 
the singing, the substance is the ‘ ’ (Verse).” 

SUTRA (5). 

[PuBVAPAKSA — concluded] — Nor is there anything incongrxjoits 

IN ITS ‘absence’ in, AND ‘TRANSFERENCE’ TO, ANOTHER 

substance.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘That particular verse which has been declared 
to be related to the Singing may be the substance of that singing ; but 
when there is another substance, or when there is transference (of one 
Sdman) to another sxibstance,^ — how can this other substance be regarded 
as the substance of that Sdman ’I [For instance, the verse " Ahhitvd shiira. 
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etc.’ is the declared substance of the Bathantara Sdnian ; — how then can 
that same Rathantara, when sung in connection with the verse \Kayd nash- 
chitray etc.— be said to have this latter verse for its substance -Out 
answer to this is as follows : — ^There is no incongruity in this ; Sdman m 
mBTQ music, th.e substance is only what is declared to foe the means of 
accomplishing that 7nusic \ and this substance foeeii laid down in 

the most general form (‘sings the Soman in a verse'', no special verse foeing 
specified) ; so that when any particular substance (verse) is specified (as 
pertaiiiing to the this special iiaturally sets aside the 

oi substance {verse) in general. As a matter of fact, it is the mere 
wwic, apart from the substance (verse), which is called " rathantara ' or 
‘ brhat ' ; so that there is no incongruity at all.- — ^Froni all this it follows that 
the /Seaman (Singing) is a primary act.” 

[Sibdhanta]— But ; IT cannot , be so'.; ■ because it . subsebves the. 

PUBPOSE OP THE WOBDS. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ ift/- ’ (‘font’) serves to reject the view set forth above. It 
cannot foe true that the Sdman (singing) is a primary act; it should foe 
regained as a secondary act.— “ Why so ? "’—Because it subserves the purposes 
of the word ; the Scimmi (Singing) is clearly perceived to foe something helpful 
to the words ; inasmuch as when the Sdmcvn is uttered, the syllables of 
the verse become distinctly uttered : And this perceptible result being 
there, it is not necessary to -assume ' an ■ imperceptible (transcendental) 
result [which w'ould be necessarj^ if the (Singing) were a primary act]. 

SUTRA (7). , ' ' 

Also because the wobbs : sebve a bipfebent 

PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

The words too (of the verses) aer?;e a different pwpose ; i.e. — ^thej?' 
serve the purpose of praising; from such texts as ' Ajyaih stuvate", 

^ Prsphalh stuvate" ['They praise with the Ajya (Sdman); they 
praise with the Prsfha (Sdman) it is clearly understood that 
what is enjoined here is Praising by means of the syllables of the verse 
which are pronounced distinctly (in the Singing). Thus then, though the 
verse clearly serves the piupose of praising, it would have to be assumed 
— ^under the Purvapaksa view— to subserve the pmposes of the Sdman 
(Singing) ; while there is no authority for any such assumption. — ^For this 
reason also, the Sdman (Singing) should be regarded as a secondary factor. 
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"Fubthee, there woiriiD be no connection with the Act, 

AS (according to the Phryapaksa) the two terms 
WOULD HAVE different connotations. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the (Singing) should be regarded 

as a secondary factor. — For what reason ? "'—There would be 7io connection 
— of the Sdman, with the Praise (involved in the Hymn) ; because if (as held by 
the Purmpaksin) the Sarria^n were the primary factor, then it would be the 
Praise that would have to be taken as laid down as appertaining to the 
SdmaUf — and not the Sdman as appertaining to the Praise and this would 
militate against the declaration-— ‘ Brhat prsthambhavati, Eathantaram jorstham 
bhavati" [where 'brhat" and ' rathantara " are the names oi Sdman, and 
^ prstha" is the name of the Praise or Hymn]; — what this declaration 
really lays down is that ‘ the Prstha, Hymn, is one of which the Eatkantara 
(Sdman) is the qualifying factor’ ; — and this could be possible only if the 
Sdman were taken as subserving the purposes of the verse ; as in that case 
the Sdman confers a perceptible benefit upon the Prstha (Hymn-Praise) in 
that it clearly brings out its words. Now this 'would be possible only if the 
terms ‘ mthantara ’ and ‘ prstha ’ were co-substrate and if they connoted 
the same thing ; if they had different connotations, then there would be 
no connection, \ln t]iQ ^ei\t&cLce> ^ Eathantaram prstham bhavati", according 
to the Purvapaksa, the term " rathantara " connotes the Music (Sdman), 
and the term ‘ prstha " connotes the Praise- Hymn ; so that, both being 
primary factors, no co-substrateness or * apposition ’ between these two would 
be possible. According to the Siddhdnta, on the other hand, the term 
‘ rathantara ’ indicates ‘ that of which the RathantaraSdman is a qualifica- 
tion and thereby it is easy to secure its ‘ ax^position ’ (co-substrateness) to 
the Prstha, the Praise-Hymn].— -From tiiis it follows that the Sdman 
(Singing) is subordinate to (i.e. a qualification of) the verse. 

SUTRA (9). 

[Objection] — If it were an. 'embellishment’, it would be done 

APART FROM THE SaCRIFICIAL ACT,— LIKE THE FiRE -INSTALLA- 
TION ; AS IT WOULD HAVE BEEN ALREADY DONE.” 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that~^‘ If the an 

embellishment of the verse it would have to foe regarded, — like the rite of 
Fire-installation — as to be done at a time other than (i.e. before) tliat of 
the performance of the sacrifice,— because it would have been already done 
[and hence need not be done again during the sacrificial performance] 

This has got to be refuted ; [and this refutation follows in the following 
Sutra ] — 
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The use op the woebs (during the peepoemance op the saceipice) 

WOULD HAVE BEEN EEGABDEB AS NOT TO EE BONE, ONLY IP 
IT WEEE IMPOSSIBLE TO BO IT. 

BJidsya. 

(a) If the singing done before the sacrificial performance could continue 
till the time of that performance, and did not cease, — then iif have 

been regarded as not to he done again (at the performance) [as happens in 
the case of the Fire -installation ; the Fire having been installed before the 
sacrificial performance, continues to exist at the time of the performance, 
and hence the installation is not done again] -or (6) if it were impossible 
to do the singing again at the time of the performance, — then too it would 
have been regarded as not to he done.— As a matter of fact, however, it is quite 
possible for the words that have been sung (before the sacrificial perform- 
ance) to be used (sung) again. Consequently the wordvS could very well 
be used (siuig) again at the time of the performance, on the ground that, 
as used at another time, they do not help in the performance at all ; and 
hence there would be nothing wrong in it. 

SUTRA (11). 

Also because it bests upon it. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, there is a text which clearly indicates that the singing 
rests upon {is to be done at) the time of the sacrificial performance : There 
is the declaration-— ‘ Having touched the Post made of Udimihara wood, 
the Udgatr ’-priest, without leaning upon it, sings — which means that ‘ the 
Priest does the singing after touching the Udmnhara Post, which is at the 
centre of the Sadas ’ ; — and tliis clearly shows that the singing is to be 
done in the Sadas (which can be done only during the sacrificial performance). 
— Thus there is no reason for assuming that the singing should be done, 
like Fire “installation, before the sacrificial performance. 

SUTRA (12). 

But it is actually bone — ^ip this is ueged [then the answer is 
as given in the next Sutra]. 

Blmsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that — “ Yedic study is carried on 
during four months and a half, and it brings about its own fruit [so that 
the Sdma-singihg done apart from the sacrificial performance would bring 
its own fruit] — ^This has got to be refuted (w^hich we are going to do in 
the following Sutra ) — 
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StJTRA ( 18 ). 

It IS DONE FOR THE PURPOSE OF BEING LEARNT* 

Bhdsya, 

The singing (done apart from the sacrificial performance) cannot bring 
about its own fruit ; as this supposition would involve the assumption of a 
transcendental result ; while we actually perceive a distinct purpose (served 
by the Sdma-singing, or Vedic Study, done apart from sacrifices) ; it is this— 
the teacher recites the texts near the Pupil, with the view that the Pupii 
should learn them ; — ^the Pupil continues to recite them with a view to 
retain them in his memory; and this learning retaining in memory of 
the texts are for the purpose that these texts would be used at sacrificial 
performances. It is just like the case of (a) the man who draws the figui’es 
of the chariot on the ground, or (6) of the pupil whO' performs Sham-sacrifices, 
(a) The former draws the figures of the chariot on the ground and 
demonstrates the manner of using the chariot, with the view that he would 
be able to do it more efficiently in actual warfare ; — (6) similarly the Pupil 
engages himself in Sham-sacrifices, in order to attain efficiency in practice, 
which will make liini efficient in the actual performance. — Similar should 
be the case with Sdma-singing [i.e. it is done apart from sacrificial perform- 
ances for the purpose of acquiring efficiency which will be of service at the 
actual performance]. — ^Thus then, when it is possible to explain it on the 
basis of a pea'ceptible result, there can be no justification for regarding 
Vedic Study (or Sdma-ainging) as bringing about invisible (transcendental) 
results. 

From all this it follows tliat the Sunia -singing is an act of embellishment 
(of the Verse that is sung). 



Adhikaeana (4) ; In the triad of verses, the whole ‘ Sdman ’ 
should he sung with each verse. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PuBVAPAKSA — continued ] — “ It shotjli) be speead ovee the thebe 

VEBSBS, — BBCATJSE SUCH IS THE DECLAEATIOH OF THE VEDA.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, it is said — ^ Tasmddekam sdma 
triche kriyate stotrlyam ’ [‘ One Sdma-singing is done with the Triad of verses, 
by way of Praise 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the singing (of the Saman) 
to be spread over all the three verses ? Or should the whole Sdman be 
sung with each verse ? 

The Purvapaksa \dew on this question is as follows: — “The Sdma- 
singing should be spread over all the tliree verses.—' Why ? ’ — Because 
such is the declaration of the Veda ; — the Veda declares that ‘ One Sdman 
is sung with the Triad of verses’, where the number ‘three’ apxDears in 
connection with ‘ verse as an accessory of the accomplishment of the Sdma- 
singing ; such being the case, if people were to begin and finish the Sdman 
with one verse, then they would not make the number ‘ three ’ a factor 
in the means of accomplishing the Sdman ; in fact, what would be accom- 
plished would be what is qualified by the number ‘ one ’ only ; — and this 
would be contrary to the said Vedic declaration. — For instance, wdien it is 
said ‘Hang this Jar on the three pegs"^, the Jar is hung over all the tliree 
at one and the same time, and not on each of the pegs by turn. Similarly 
should it be done in the ease in question. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘ But there are such assertions also as Devadatla 
eats at three houses, where succession is meant, not simultaneity; because 
the assertion is made even in eases where the man eats at the tliree houses 
one after the other ; — the same should be the case wdth the Sdma-singing 
also 

“ The answer to this is as follows : — In the sentence cited, the number 
‘ tlnee ’ has not been mentioned in connection with the act of eating, — if 
it had been so, then alone it could be as suggested ; — as a matter of fact, 
however, the number ‘ tliree ’ is connected with ‘ house ’ — i.e. ‘ at tliree 
houses’, not at ‘ tw^o houses’ or at ‘ one house’. In a case where the 
number is mentioned in connection with the accomplishment of the act of 
eating, the man has to be fed simultaneously. In the case in question, 
however, the number ‘ tliree ’ is connected with the verb ^ kriyate \ 
(‘ sings ’) ; so that the number comes to be predicated of the act (of singing) ; 
— in this way what the injunctive word enjoins is something which is 
spoken of by the same word [the Injunctive w^ord ^ kriyate \ ‘does’, as 
taken along wdth ‘ tliree enjoins this ‘ three ’ in reference to the ‘ singing ’] ; 
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— otherwise, in any other construction, \vhat the sentence would lay down 
would be the bringing about of the connection between the ‘ verse ^ and of 
the number C three ^) ; and this would be a far-fetched construction. For 
these reasons we conclude that the number (‘ three ’) has been laid down 
in connection with the accomplishment of the Sdman. 

“ The Opponent rejoins^ — In the case in question, the number three 
is related to the word verse ; for if there were no such relation, there could 
be no compounding (between these two terms— as there is in the com- 
pound treha) \ 

‘‘The answer to this is as follows: — ’We do .not say that these two 
terms (‘three’ and ‘verses’) are not related ; they are of course related, 
and there is (therefore) compounding also ; but this compound word (‘ treha 
is employed in the accomplishment of the Thus then, what is 

expressed by the term ‘ three ’ and what is expressed by the term ‘ verses ’ 
both come to be laid down for the ‘ accomplishment ’ (‘ doing ’), not for 
the ‘verse’; so that the meaning of the sentence is— ‘The Sdma -singing 
should be done, accomplished, — thus the verses become three, not less 
According to the other view, it would be the rej^etition (of the singing) that 
would be connected with the number ‘ tliree ’ ; and in that case the expres- 
sion ‘ Scima hriyate ’ (‘ does the Sama-singing ’) would have to be taken in a 
figurative sense ; that is, the ‘ doing of Sdma -singing ’ w^oiild have to be 
taken in the sense of ‘does the re2oeaping\ 

“ From all this it follows that the singing of the Sdman is to be spread 
over all the three verses.” 

SUTBA (15). 

[PuBYAPAKSA — continued] — “ Becatse what the wobb denotes 

IS ‘ MODIFICATION k” 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also we conclude that the Sdman-singmg 
should b© spread over all the three verses.—' Why t’— What is denoted by 
the name ‘ Sdman ’ is a modification, — ^i.e. a quality of the verse. If then 
tliis ‘modification’ is spread over all the three verses, then many sy^llables 
remain unmodified (as only a few become subject to modiheation) ; and 
thus the injunction (of the use of the verse) becomes honoured (more than 
it would be if the Sdman were sung with every one of the verses). — Hnnee 
it follows that the singing should be spread over all the tliree verses.” 

SUTRA (16). 

[PuRVAPAKSA — concluded] — “ [A Vbdic text] also indicates this 

SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya, 

“There is the following text — (Verse) said to Sdman (Music)— Zei ua 
pair off ; Sdman answered — Thou art not fit to he my wife ; dost thou Icn-otv my 
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greatness'^. — l}h became two and they said the same; — then Sdman 
answered— 'Yon tw^o are not fit for being my wdves ; do you know-' my 
greatness ?— Then became and said — let us pair off; — Saman 

replied— us do This shows that when it is said that ‘ One Smyian 

is to be sung, as Praise, wdth .the triad of verses neither one verse nor 
two verses serve for the Sama-singing in praise, they do so only w'hen they 
are three. This clearly indicates that the singmg is to be spread over the 
three verses 

StJTRA (17). 

.[Sidbhaxta] — In fact, as the sentences abe distinct, thebe should 
BE COMPLETION WITH EACH Sentence ; because the 

^ EMBELLISHMENT ’ IS FOB EACH. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle 'tu' (‘in fact’) serves to set aside the view set forth 
above. 

What are spoken of as ‘three verses’ are three distinct sentences; 
every one of these three verses accomplishes the praising by means of the 
whole set of the words composing it ; and it is not along with any 
other verse that it praises am^thing ; and it is by becoming subordinated 
to the Verse that the Sdman helps it in doing the praising. Under the 
circumstances, if the singing of the Sdman were spread over all the three 
Verses, then the Sdman would be of no help to the Verse in doing the 
praising ; because the Sdma-slnging is not made up of parts ; — nor is any- 
thing praised by a group of Verses, — -where the said group could do the 
praising in connection with the Sdman, So that it comes to this, that the 
Vers© does the praising, but it is not connected with the Sdman (according 
to the Purvapaksa), — ^while the group of Verses is connected with the 
Sdman, but it does not do any praising. On the other hand, if the entire 
Sama-singing is done wdth each of the three Verses, the praising comes to 
be don© by words connected with the Sdman ; and thus the embellishment 
done by the Sama-singing serving the purpose of bringing aboixt the praise, 
the whole of the singing should be don© with each of the three verses. 

StJTRA (18). 

Thebe is an indicative text also pointing to the 

SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya, 

There is a text which, though directly meaning something else, 
indicates the same conclusion — ‘ On© introduces the singing with eight 
syllables in the first verse and with two syllables in the next twm verses ’ ; 
here the introducing of the singing in the various verses is spoken of as 
diverse (which can be possible only if the singing is separately complete in 
each verse by itself). — ^Then again, there is the text — ‘ His last Hymn-verse 



1504: 


SHABABA-BHASYA : 


is one, he slmild take- up that one and then sing which indicates a 
difference in regard to the UdgitJia ; and from this also it follows that the 
singing is to be done with each of the verses. 

Even in cases where only half -verses are sung, the singing should be 
done to the verse -in the half -verse, the sentence remains incomplete, 
while in the case of the whole verse, it becomes complete. — -In cases ’where 
the singing is done to the quarter -verse, the singing is to be done to the 
quarters only ; because in this case the sentence is complete in the quarter ; 
e.g. the quarter — ' gosthe vdshisthah\ The upshot of all this is that the 
Smna-singing should be completed with that much of the verse as contains 
a complete sentence ; in some cases the sentence is complete in the quarter - 
verse, sometimes in the whole verse, and sometimes in the half -verse also ; 
so that the should be done according as the sentence is complete. 

StJTEA (19). 

The injunction of singing ' in one bbeath ' also points to the 

SAIVIE CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

The injunction of singing ‘ in one breath ’ also is possible only under 
our view; the injunction is that ‘One should in one breath \ — this 

‘ singing in one breath ’ is possible only if the singing is completed with 
each verse,— "it could not be done if the singing ■were to be spread over 
the tliree verses. 

Further, at the time of Vedic study, the singing lias to be completed 
with each verse; — and the practice (of the singing) is to be done at the 
time of the Vedic study, with the view that there should be efEciency at 
the time of the performance. Under the circumstances, if, at the time of 
the performance also, the singing were done to each verse,— then alone 
would tliere be any justification for this being done in course of the Vedic 
Study. — ‘ITrom this also it follo-ws that the Sdman should be sung with each 
verse. 

SUTRA (20). 

The other declaration (that the Purvapaksin has quoted) would 

BE FULFILLED BY REPETITION. 

Bhdsya. 

In support of liis view the Purvapahsin lim cited the declaration— 
‘Therefore one Sama-slngmg is done with the Triad of verses’. — But this 
should be understood as fulfilled hy TepetUion---A.e. by being done to eacli 
verse by turn. Because tliis text does not speak of the verse as serving 
the purpose of accomplishing the Consequently it cannot be said 

that ‘the term three shall qualify the which is the means of accom- 
plishing the Sdman \ In fact, the is spoken of clearly as sub- 
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ordinate to (qualification of) the Hymn-praise,— in such texts as — 
Rathantarmn prstham bhavati, brhat prstham bhavati [; and the most 
reasonable course to be adopted under the circumstances appears to be that 
the singing should be done to each verse. The number (three) is connected, 
not with the ‘accomplishment of the Sdman \ but with the verses ; and 
as this could not be done in any other way, repetition becomes indicated,— 
the idea indicated being that ‘ the Sdman should be repeated over the three 
verses ’. Just as, when it is said that ‘ Devadatta should be fed at tliree 
houses’, the number ‘ tiiree ’ is connected with ‘houses’, and repetition 
of the act becomes indicated, — so should it be in the case in question also. 

From all this it follows that the whole singing should be done with each 
of the verses. 



Adhikarana (5) : The ‘ Sdman should he sung over verses 
belonging to the same metre. 

SOTRA (21). 

The' rbfetitiok of the Sama-sikoinO ' should be done over verses 

OF THE SAME METRE. 

BMsya. 

There is the Jyotistoyna sacrifice laid down, in the text— ‘ Desiring 
Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’ ; in connection with 
that sacrifice, it is declared — ‘ Therefore one sings a Smnan over the triad 
of verses — ^In regard to this, it has been decided that the complete 8dman 
should be sung over each verse. 

Now another question arising in this connection is — Should the singing 
be done over verses which may belong to the same metre or to different 
metres (at option) ? — Or should it be done always over only those belonging 
to the same metre ? 

The Purvapaksa view presenting itself is that — ‘‘ There being no hard , 
and fast rule on the subject, there should be no restriction 

As against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Saman should 
be sung over verses of the same metre,- — not over those of diverse metres. 
— “ What would be the advantage of this ? ” — The advantage would be 
that there would be no ' cutting off ’ and ‘ shortening That is to say, 
if we were to take up verses of metres shorter than the metre of the original 
verse (to which the Sama-music has been set), then we would have to ^ cut 
off ’ the music (as the number of syllables would be too small to take up 
all the music to which the longer -metred verse has been set) ; — on the other 
hand, if we were to take up verses of metres longer than that of the original 
verse, then the music would have to be t shortened ’ (i.e, it would be too short 
for the large number of syllables in the verse). So that in either case, there 
would be going against authority.— If, however, we were to take up verses of 
the same metre as the original verse, then there would foe no incongruity. — - 
From this it follows that the singing should foe done over verses of the same 
metre. — ^Then again, the application of the adjective ‘ three ’ would be right 
only if all vex’ses belonged to the same metre ; because it is only wlien some 
things of the same kind are spoken of that a numerical adjective is applied to 
them. 

SUTRA (22). 

Also because wb find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

We find a text also pointing to the same conclusion — Sthdlydni sakfu 
avadhiyate, sambhavati itydhuh, yadbrhad gdyatrlsu hriyate rJctvmdntarujati 



1507 


ADHYlYA IX, Pl5>A II, ABHIKABANA (5). 

iti na chdsydm sambhavati ’ [‘ Flo vir is put in the dish ; they say if is all right^' 
when the is sung in connection with the Gdyatn-meire, the 

verse suffers a clipping within it ; and thus it is not all right ’] ; — this text 
speaks deprecatingly of the singing done to verses of diverse metres; and 
thereby implies that it should be done to verses of the same metre'. 



Abhikakana (6) : In the case of the injunction ^ Uttaray- 
orgdyati'^ the two verses taken should he such as 
occur in the ' Uttar d ’ section of the Veda. 

StJTEA (23). 

The character of ‘Uttar!’, which is based ok a certaik cokdi- 

TIOK, SHOULD BE UKDERSTOOB AS SUBSISTIKG IK THE VERSES 
OCCURRIKG- IK THE ‘ UtTARA SECTIOK ; BECAUSE 
OF IMMEDIATE SEQUEKCE. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Jyotistoma, me MathantaramraUa — 

ratjorgdyaLi , hrhaduttarayoijjdyatif kavatlsu rathantarmn gdyafi, yad y any dm 
gdyatl iad^iUarayorgdyati ’ [‘ One sings the Bathantara over the two UfMrd 
verses ; one sings the Brhat over the two Uttard verses ; one sings the 
Bathantara over the Kavati verses ; what one sings over the original verse, 
that he sings over the Uttard verses Now, it has been understood (in 
the foregoing Adhikarana) that a Saman should be sung over verses belonging 
to the same metre as the ‘original’ verse. — The question arising next is-— 
!Iay the Sdnum {Rathanlara) which is laid down in this passage as to 
lie sung over the ‘ Uttard ’ (Latter) verses be sung (optionally) either over 
the two verses that follow (and as such are ^ Uttard \ ‘ Latter in relation 
to) the basic verse, or over those two verses that occur last (and as such 
are ‘ Uttard \ ‘Latter’) among the tliree vei'vses occurring in the ‘ Uttard^ 
section of the Veda ? Or should it be sung over the latter only (i.e. only over 
the two out of the three verses occurring in the Uitord section of the Veda) ? 

[Of the verbal Vedic Text of the Sdnia-singers, there ace two sections called 
'^Chhandas^ and ^Uttard’’; the ^Ghhandas'^ section contains only those verses 
that form the ‘origin’ or ‘base’ of the various >S^aman-s* ; while the ‘ Uttard^ 
section contains hymns consisting of three verses each ; of these three verses, tlie 
first one is one of those ‘basic ’ verses that are contained in the GUhandas section, 
and the other two verses are distinct from those ‘ basic ’ verses. — Now, the 
passage quoted lays down the singing of the Bathantara-Sdman over the ‘ Uttard 
verses’— -The term ^Uttard’ means ‘Latter’. Under the ^Ghhandas^ section of 
the Veda, the ‘ basic ’ verse of the Rathantara-Sdman is ‘ Abhi tvd shura nomimah 
etc. \ — and this is followed by the ‘ basic ’ verses of the other Sdma ns,— aiich 
verses, for instance, as ^ TvdmiddM havd^nahe etc ; so that the two basic verses 
that occur after the verse A4.bhitvd shura etc. ’ might be regarded as ‘two 
Uttard (Latter) verses’ in relation to the said verse Udihhi tvd. etc.\ — Under the 
Uttard' section of the Feda, ho-wever, the verse tvd shura etc.' is followed 

by verses {" Na tvd vd anyS etc A) which are entirely different from those that 
follow it under the ‘ Chhandas ' section ; so that, in accordance with the ‘ Uttard ' 
section, these other verses (‘ Natvd etc. ') would be regarded as ‘ Uttard ' (‘ latter’) in 
relation to the verse ‘ Abhi tm etc.' — The question to ]:)e considered thus is that, 
when it is laid down that ‘ The Rathantara is to be sung over the tw'u Uttard 
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verses ’, should it be sung over the verses ^ Tv^niiddhi according 

to the text oi tYie ^ Ghhandas section ? Or should it be sung over the verses 
\ Na tvd etc. ’ according to the text of the ‘ Uttard ’ section ?] 

On this question, the Pmvapaksa view is that, “ since there is no 
scrip tiwal injunction laying down any restriction, there should be no 
restriction [i.e. the Sdman may foe optionally sung over two verses of either 
of the two sections] 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta The character of being 
^ Uttard \ is based upon a certain condition, and can belong to only those 
verses that are found in the ^Uttard'" section. — “ Why ? ’’—Because of 
the name (‘ Uttard \ which can apply to verses contained in the section of 
that name), and also because it is the verses contained in the ‘ Uttard ’ 
section that form the subject-matter of the Context. 

Says the Opponent : — “ Syntactical Connection is always more authorita- 
tive than both Name and Context; for this reason it has* to be concluded 
that there can be no restriction in the matter”. 

Aiisvjer — Relative terms do not denote anything at all, except in 
reference to another term (to which they are relative) ; — this other term 
therefore is always needed ; — and such a term can only foe one that is in 
the same Context as, or one that is in close proximity to, the relative term ; 
— otherwise the sentence -would foe incomplete and as such meaningless.— 
On the other hand, when a term is the name of a certain thing, then it 
does not need another term, — its complete denotation being obtained 
from the term itself. — Consequently, in the case in question, the term 
‘ Uttard ’ should not be taken as a relative term (meaning ‘ the latter ’), 
—it should be taken as a name by itself ; and in the case of names, there 
is no need for the proximity of another term (as there is in the case of' 
relative terms). 

SUTRA (24). 

There is repetition oe it, as it denotes one single unit. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Sdmia-singing should be repeated over those 
same verses that occur in the Uttard section ; — it is only thus that the term 
Urcha^ (verse-triad) comes to be denotative of one unit; people apply 
the term " versedriad " to a single unit consisting of a genus and indivi- 
duals (i.e. they use it as a ‘ Common’ noun) ; it is in this sense that it has 
been declared that ‘ a number always refers to a particular set of indivi- 
duals ’ ; if it were not so, then, all numbers would apply to all things, and 
there would bo an end to all usage. 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ ’ (‘ verse -triad ’) applies 

to those tliree verses that have the same metre and the same ‘ deity ’ ; 
so that in the case in question the verses taken up should foe those that 
occur in the Uttard section. 



Adhikaeana (7) : (By another interpretation of 
21-24). The singing of the ^ Trishoka ' is to be 
accomplished by the repetition of the ‘Atija- 
gatl ’ verse. 

SUTRA (21). 

[PCevapaksa] — “ The eepetitioh of the SiMA-siNamG should be 

DONE OVEE YEESES OF THE SAME METEE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the i)mfZa,§MAa-sacrifie© laid down in the text^ — ‘ One should 
offer the Dvddashdha for one who desires offspring ’ ; — on the fourth day 
of this sacrifice there is singing of the Trishoka-Scmian, which has for its base 
a verse in the Atijagatl metre, — this Averse being t Vishvah fMand dbliU 
hhUaram etc, ’ ; this vers© forms part of the ‘ verse-triad ’ of Avhich the two 
following verses are in the Brliatl metre — viz.: {1) ^ Nemimiamanti chak- 
sasd etc. ’ and (2) ^ Samlm rebhdso asvarannindmm etc.\ 

The question that arises is — ^\Vhen the TrishoJca is to be sung over 
the AtijagaU-triad — should it be sung over the first of the said verses, which 
is in the Atijagati metre (i.e. the verse ‘ Vishvah 2 ^Ti<^nd etc. "), and the two 
other verses, which also should be of the same metre, should be brought 
in from elsewhere (as those occurring along with the said verse are not in 
that same metre) ? — Or should these same verses in the Brhatl metre be 
taken up, and the Sdman should be sung over these same, even though 
they are not in the same metre as the basic verse ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “In order to avoid the contingencies 
of * cutting off’ and ‘ shortening two other verses in the basic Atijagati 
metre should be brought in and the Sdma-singing should be repeated over 
these same, which would be uniform with the first verse of the triad ”, 

StJTRA (22). 

[PCjrvapaksa — concluded] — '‘Also bbcaxjse we find indicative 

TEXTS.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ People quote the following text also as indicative of the same con- 
clusion : ‘ Atijagatlsu stmanti ’. — ‘ What is there in this that indicates the 
said conclusion ? ’ — ^It is the Plural number in ‘ atijagarisu ’ [which can 
be justified only if there are three verses in the Atijagati metre, and this is pos- 
sible only in accordance with the Purvapahsa, by which two additional 
verses in this metre are brought in from elsewhere], — ^From this it follows that 
the two additional verses in the Atijagati metre are to be brought in from 
elsewhere.” 


ADHYAYA IX, pIbA II, ABHIK ARANA (7). 
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SUTRA (23). 

[Sibdhanta] — The character of ' Uttara \ which is based on a 

CERTAIN CONDITION, SHOITLB BE UNDERSTOOD AS SUBSISTINC 
IN THE VERSES OCCURRING IN THE ' UtTABA ’ SECTION ; 

BECAUSE OF EVIMEDIATE SEQUENCE. 

Bhdsya, 

The verses to be taken should be those indicated by the actual text 
of the U tiara -section [where the verse-triad is found to contain the first 
verse in the A#?^u(/a^^-metre and the other two in the -metre] ; as it is 

these two verses that follow in immediate sequence to the Atijagatl verse ; 
■ — specially because (the Vedic Text) is more authoritative than 

Syntactical Connection ; — ^hence it follows that the two verses in the Brhail- 
metre are to be taken up for the singing of the 8dma.n^ — and none others 
are to be brought in from elsewhere. 

SUTRA (24), 

There is to be repetition of it as it denotes one single unit. 

Bhdsya. 

It is only wdren the above is done that the term ‘ Verse-triad ’ becomes 
applicable to the Trishoka, which thus comes to have the same deity ; 
for this reason also no other verses are to be brought in from elsew^here. 

Says the Opponent : — ‘‘ We have put forw^ard the text ‘ Atijagatlm 
stuvanti ’ as indicative of the Purvapaksa view ; since the plural number 
in the term ‘ atijagatlsu ’ indicates the presence of more than tW'O Atijagatl 
verses [while in the verses as they stand there is only one Atijagatl verse]. 
— This argument has got to be refuted.” 

The answer to this argument is as follow^s : — There should he repetition 
of it, — i.e. repetition of the Sodashin ; in view of the text ‘ Ekavimshah 
sodashl\ the Sodashin has to be repeated twenty-one times’; which means 
repetition of the Trishoka ; so that there being seven repetitions of the 
Atijagatl, the plural number becomes quite explicable. 



ADHiKAEAisrA (8): The ^ Bafhantara^ is to be stmg over 
verses obtained by interlinking the ^ BThaW^ and the 
^ Pahkti ’ verses. 

SUTRA (25). 

In REALITY, WHx\T IS OBTAINED BY INTERLINKING [SHOELD BE 
ESED FOR THE SINGING], 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ' Brhat prsfham bhavaii 
mtlmntarmn prsffiam bhavati ’ [where the singing of the Brha/-S(lm.cm and the 
BathaMara-Saman is laid down] ; — ^the basic verse of the Bafhanlara-Sdnian 
is the verse ‘ AbM va shura etc. \ which is in the Brhati metre ; — and tiie 
verse which follows it (and is its ‘ UttardB) is — ^ Na tvd vdnatvyo dlinjo etc.\ 
will ch is in the Panhti m.etve . — As for the Brhat-Sdrnan, its basic verse is — 
‘ Tmmiddhi havdmahe etc. \ which is in the Brhati metre ; — -and its ‘ Uttara * 
verse is — ‘ Sa tvannashchitra etc. \ which is in the Panht/i metre. — Now., in 
regard to these two Sdmam — BatJiantara and Brhat , — it has been laid down 
that they are sung over Divergent metres, — as is clear from the declaration 
to the effect that — ‘ Verily neither the Brhat nor the Rathantara is confined 
to one metre, — ^in the case of each of these, the first verse is of the Brhatd 
metre and the other tw’o are of the Kahup metre 

The question that arises here is — Should the singing be done after 
bringing in two verses of the Kakup metre from elsewhere [there being no 
such verses in the verses connected with the particular Scmmn] 1 — Or should 
the first verse in the Brhati metre and the second verse of the Pankti metre 
be so interlinked as to yield the third verse in the Kakup metre, and t lie 
singing thus made to be one in which the Uttam ybibo is in the Kakup 
metre ? ' 

On tins question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows ‘ ‘ Two original verses 
in the Kakup metre should be brought in from elsewhex'e.— Why ?■ — Because 
ill this mamier, the presence of those other verses would serve 

some useful purpose, by being so used for purposes for which the Kakup 
metre is needed.— An objection may be raised to this view — ‘ Tliose otlier 
Kakup -verses might have their use in the Vdchastoma \ — The answer to 
this is that it is true that they would have their use there; but the\’ are 
really meant to be used as Kakup ; and this purpose should not bo ignored.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Slddhanta: — In realitip what 
is obtained by interlinking should be used for the singing. — ^I?he term "in 
reality ’ serves to set aside the Purvapaksa view set forth above. In reality, 
the Sdma-smging should be done over the verse obtained by intsrl inking ; 
that is, the first verse, wliich is in th.e Brhati metre and the second verse 
wliich is in the Pahkti metre, should be specially because the 

Bmrti-rule is that ‘ the Pragdthd sKovld he Kdkuhha \ 
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OhjeMion — ‘'Thus Kalcup (as Veda) being beginningless, the term 
^Kdkubha' is impossible.” 

Answer — The term does not denote ‘ made of Kabu 2 r % hut ‘ pertaining 
to Kakup' or ‘born of Kakuph 

[The singing in question is to be done in the follo%ving xnanner : — (1) The 
RatJumtara-Sdinan should he sung over the verse ^ Abhi tvd shura etc.’, which is in the 
Brhatt inetre ; — (2) the last quarter of this verse should be linked up with the 
first half of the verso in Fahkti metre which follows — i.e. of the verse ‘ Na vd van 
etc ." ; — this interlinking gives us a verse with 28 syllables divided into three ‘ feet ’ 
or ‘ quarters ’ ; —this becomes the first Kakup (3) the last foot or quarter of this 
Kakup is to be linked with the second half of the Paftkti-verse ;■ — this l>ecomes the 
second Kakup.] 

SUTEA (26). 

Thus it is over its own. 

Bhdsya. 

In the manne^r above described, the singing is done over the verse in 
its own metre. By the Uttard-tsxt itself it is clearly indicated that in making 
up the Verse4riad, tlie Panktl-fnetre is to be used ; so tlmt in doing as above 
there is no abandoning of what is in the Context, nor an admission of what 
is not in tlie Context. — For these reasons also there should be interlinking 
of the two verses. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ‘ Pragatha h 

Bhdsya. 

Thus too does the term ^ pmgdtha'* become applicable; the prefix ^ pra 
signifies excellence ; so that the ‘ Pragdtha ’ is that where there is excellent 
singing {pra-gdfha). — “What is the excellence in it?” — The excellence 
in the fact that a portion of the verse is sung over again. — For this reason 
also there should be an interlinking of the two verses concerned. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indicative text makes no transgression 

possible. 

Bhdsya. 

There is an indicative text which shows that of what has been said above 
there can be no transgression. — “ What is the meaning of no transgression 
being possible ? ” — The meaning is that the ‘ interlinking ’ is to be done only 
between the two verses concerned,— -not apart from those verses. — “ What 
is the indicative text ? ” — ^It is as follows : — ‘ Bsd va pratisthitd hrhatl yd 
punahpadd, tad yat pddam punardrabhate tasmdd vatso mdtarafnabhi hihkaroti ’ 
[‘ This Brhatl is firmly established, because its quarter is repeated over 
again, etc. etc. ’] ; — this ‘ repetition of the quarter ’ is possible only if there 
is ‘ interlinking ’ as described above, not otherwise. 
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From all this it follows that the singing should b© done with JCatep 
as the Uttard verse, by securing a ' verse-triad ’ by interlinking the first 
verse in ihe^Brhatl metre and the second verse in the Pankti metre. 



Or, the above four Sutras may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana. 

Abhikaeana (9) : The singing of the ' Raurava ’ and 
^ Yattdhdjayad Sdmans is to be done by 
interlinking the verses in ^ Brhatid 
and ^ Vistdra-Pahkti^ metres. 

[By another interpretation of Sutras 25-28.] 
SUTRA (25). 

In reality, what is obtained by interlinking [should be ITSED 

EOR the singing]. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotktoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice ’. — In connection with 
this sacrifice, we read — ‘ TrichchJiandd dvdpo rinddhyandinah pammidnah 
pancha-sdmd gdyatrdmahzyave gdyatre tricJie bhavatah — raimva-yau- 
dhajaye hdrhate tricM aushanasamantAjam tristups‘u\ — Here two Sdmans 
are spoken of — the ‘ Raurava ’ and the ‘ Yaudhdjaya ’ ; — of these, the first 
verse is ‘ Pundnah soifUa dhdrayd etc. which is in the JSrhaM metre ; and 
the Uttard verse is ' Dukdna udhardiyam maddm priyam etc. which is in 
the V istdra-panhti metre. 

In connection with the singing of these two Smrmns^ the question that 
arises is-—Is the singing to be done over the A^ersedriad, all three verses 
of which should be in the Brhatl metre, one of them being the one just 
quoted {"' Pundnah cfc.’) and the other two being brought in from elsewhere ? 
Or should the singing over the Verse -triad in the Brhati metre he accom- 
plished by taking the one verse just quoted Ptmdnah etc. ’) and securing 
the other two by the interlinking of this verse in the BrkaU metre and the 
second verse in the Vistdra-Panhti motve "i 

The Purvapaksa view is that — •“ The two additional verses in Erhafi 
metre should be brought in from elsewhere. — Why? — Because it is only 
thus that the presence of the verses would serve a useful purpose’'. 

Against this we have the following feaZ%, what is obtained 

by interlinking should, be used for tlie singing. The term ‘in reality’ sets 
aside the Purvapaksa view.—The singing of tho Sdman should be done 
tlirough the interlinking of the verses ; and no additional basic verses in the 
Brhati metre should be brought in from elsewhere ; the interlinking should 


W. 
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ABHYAYA IX^: PIbA' II, ADHIKAEANA (9),. 

he done between the two verses occurring in the Context itself. The Smrti 
rule over the point is ' t There is an interlinking of 

the Brliatl ’) ; if original verses were brought in, then there would be no 

‘ interlinking ’ ; and to that extent, the rule would be infringed. — 

Hence the interlinking should be done between the two verses oceiirring 
in the Context itself. 

SUTRA (26). 

Thus it is oveb its own. 

Bhdsya, 

In this manner, the singing would be done over the Saman’s ‘ own ’ 
metre ; and there would be no abandoning of the verse in the Context, 
and introducing of what is not in the Context. For tliis reason also 
additional BrhaM verses are not to be brought in. 

SUTRA (27). 

Even so is the name ' pbaoItha 
BTidsya. 

In this way too the term ‘ }ymgdiha ’ becomes applicable ; it is o^pplied 
only in cases where there is excellence of singing ; and in the ease in question, 
this ‘ excellence ’ is secured by repeating the same quarter of the verse. — 
For this reason also additional Brhatl verses should, not be brought in from 
elsewhere. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because an indicative text makes no transgression 

POSSIBLE. 

Bhdsya. 

An indicative text also shows that such is invariably tlie case. — “ What 
is that indicative text ? ” — ^It is this — ' SasHstristiibho mddhyandlnmn 
savanmn \ — “ How does this text indicate the said conclusion ? ” — It is 
only when the singing of the Brhatl is done by interlinking that the number 
of verses laid down as to be sung at all the Savanas becomes sixty ; on the 
other hand, if two additional Brhatl verses were brouglit in from elsewhere, 
that number would become exceeded. — This is what is pointed out in the 
text — ‘ Qdyatramahlyave gdyatre triche hhavatah ’ ; these two verse -triads a-re 
the six Gdyatrl verses ; — then there are two verse-triads Raurava and 
Yatidhdjaya, which make the six Brhatl verses ; — ‘ the last Aushanasa verses 
in the Tristup ’ make the three Tristup verses ; — then, when the tlotr priest 
comes to sing either the Brhat or the Rathantara Sdman with its seventeen 
Stomas^ — then in these seventeen we have five Brhat is and twelve Kakups. 
— How so ? ” — ^The description is as follows : — ' Pahchahhyo hihJcaroti, sa. 
Usrbhih, sa ekayd, sa ekayd ; pahcJiahhyo hihkaroti, sa ekayd^ sa tisrhliih, 
sa ekayd; sapiahhyo hihkaroti, sa ^kayd, sa tisrhhih, sa tisrhhih\ The 
meaning of tills is as follows :-~(l) The three Brhatl verses with one Kakup 
verse; — (2) again the same three Rr/ktii with the one Kakup verse; (3) 
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one Brhntl with three Kakups ; (4) one BrhaM with one Kakup ; iJm^^ 
are four Brhafls and six Kakups ;—the\\ again, (1) with one BrhaU and 
three Kakups; (2) again with three Kakups thus there are five Brhatls 
and Uoelve Kakups. Thus with the former ones, there are eleven BrhaMs. 
— Then from among the six Gciyatrls, fom% along with the twelve Kakups, 
make up twelve Brhatls. Thus there are twenty -three Brhatls. -—Them in 
i.he Vdmadevya Sdmmi, the seventeen Gdyatrls along with the two Pdva- 
munas aecompanied by the two remaining Gdyatrls, make up the nineteen 
Gdyairls. Then in the Nandhasa and the Kdleya, there are seventeen 
Brhafls ; and these along with the fifty-seven quarters of the (nineteen) 
Gdyatrls, make iip fifty -seven Brhatls nnd hity-mven Tristmips ; these 
fifty-seven with the three Tristups of the Pdmmdnl m.Bke up the ' sixty 
to, ps ’ (spoken of in the indicative text quoted above). 

On the other hand, if two original Kakups are brought into the Brhat 
and Ralhantara Sctmans, then those verses become sixty wliich. occur in the 
Savana. If the two Kaktips not occurring in the text are introduced, then 
the number sixty is made up by using them twelve times. The term 
^Savana' in this ease stands for those verses that have been laid down in 
connection with the particular Savana ; and the term ‘ Savana ' does not 
stand for any act. In this way, at the tliree Savanas taken together, there 
would be many Tristups . — iVnd there would not be only sixty Tristups 
at the Mddhyandma Savana (as mentioned in the indicative text quoted 
above). 

From all this it follows that the singing should be done by interlinking 
the first verse in the Brhatl metre and the second verse in the Vistdrar 
Pahkti metre* 


Or the four Sutras 25-28 may be taken as embodying the following 
Adhikarana. 

AdhikarajSTa (10): The singing of the ^Shydvashvdn- 
cUgava ’ should he done hy interlinking the verses in 
the ‘ Anustup ’ and ^ Odyatrl ’ metres, 

[By the third interpretation of Sutras 25-28,] 

SUTRA (25). 

What is obtained by INTERLINKINa [shoitld be 
THE singing], 

Bhdsya. 

At the third Savana, there is the Pavamlma named ' Arbhara ’ ; and at 
this there are five Suktas (hymns) and seven Sdnions. (1) The first Sukta 
consists of the verse-triad ^ Svddlsthayd madisthayd etc. ’ ; where all tlie tlir<*e 

verses are in tlio Gdyairl metre ; — in this connection, there are two Sdinans. 
BrhicU-^,^ 
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^ Ociyaira' and SS'awMto ’ ; — (2) the second SuJcia consists of the verse- 
triad " Furojitl vo andluisah e^c. % where the first verse is in AnuMiop and 
tlie other two in Gdyatrl metre in this connection, there are two Sdmans, 

^ Shydvcishva ^ and ^ AmlMgava ’’ the third consi^^^^^ of the 

verse -triad ^ Indramachchasutd ime etc. \ where all the tliree verses arc in 
the Umik metre ; and in this connection there is one the " Sapha ’ ; 

— (4) the fourth consists of the Pragatha ' Pavasin madh-urnattamah 

etc.\ where the tliree verses are in the TJsnik metre ; in this connection 
tiiere is one Sdman, the ‘ Paiiskala ’ ; — (5) the last Suhta consists of the 
verses * AbMpriydni pavate etc. \ where the tliree verses are in the Jagatl 
metre; and in this - connection there is one Sdman, the ' Kdva 

Now in connection with the two Sdmans, Shydvdshva ’ and 
‘ Andhlgava ’ [see above, hymn No. 2], the first verse is in the Anusiiip 
metre — ‘ Purojitl vo andhasah etc. \ and the other two verses are in the 
Gdyatn metre — (a) ‘ Yo dhdi'ayd pdvakayd etc. and ‘ Tandarosamaim 
navaJi etc.^ 

In coimection with this, there aiises the question — -Should two otlier 
AnUfSttip verses be introduced from elsewhere and the singing done 
over all the three verses in the same metre ? Or should the 

required verse-triad be secured by interlinking the first Amistup verse and 
the other two Gdyatn verses, and thus the singing of the Sdman OYtv tlie 
Anu§pup be secui*ed ? 

Tho' PuTva^yaksa view is that— “ Other verses shoiiid be in- 

troduced.— Why so? — Because thus alone would the existence of those 
verses serve a useful pui*pose 

In answer to this, we have tho following SidclhdMai-~W hat is obtained 
by interlinhing bKouM he used for the singing \ says the Srnrti — Anuspahhah 
pragdthah^ which sjieaks of the ‘interlinking ’ (pragathana) oi the Armspup 
metre ; and this cannot be ignored. 

SUTRA (26). 

Thus it is over its own. 

Bhdsya. 

In this way the singing is done ‘ over its own ’ ; — and what occurs in 
the Context becomes admitted, and there is no need for bringing in what 
is not in the Context. 

SUTRA (27), 

Even so is the name ‘ Pbagatha 

Bhdsya. 

It is only when the quarter of the first verse is sung over again that 
the name ‘ Pragatha ’ becomes applicable. 
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SUTRA (28). 

iiLSO BECAUSE THE INDICATIVE TEXT MAKES NO TRANSGRESSION 

POSSIBLE. 

Bhdsya. 

All indicative text shows that sncli is invariably the case — ChaMmnm- 
shatljagatyastHlyasavanani ekd kakup^ [^ The third Savana has 24^ Jagatls 
and one Kakup ’]. — It is thus explained— At the Pavamdna named 
‘ Arhhava ’ there are five metres and seven Sdmans ; — there are two verse- 
triads in Gdyatrl metre; — these six Gdyatrls make tlmee Jagatls ; — -the 
Shydvdshva and the Andhigava pertain to the Anustujj metre ; in these, 
the first verse is Anustup and the second Gdyatrl \ — when interlinking is 
done between these two verses, these two Sdmans have six Anustups ; — 
these make fom* Jagatls ; — ^these, along with the aforesaid tliree, make seven 
Jagatls, — The Usnik metre makes the Shapha-Sdman, and the Kakup makes 
the Pauskala Sdman ; — there being one verse in each of these two these 
two being in the Usnik and Kakup metres these make one Jagatl; — this 
along with the aforesaid seven Jagatls formed of the quarters of the Gdyatrl, 
make eight Jagatls . — In the Kdva Sdman, there are three Jagatls i — ^with 
these, there are eleven Jagatls. — The twenty-first Sdman is the Yajnayajniya ; 
in this, the first verse is Brhatl and the second is Vista, ra-Pankti ; and two 
Kakupjs are made by interlinking. — When the twenty-first Stoma is made, 
there are seven Brhatls, io\\.vteei\ Kakwps ; the seven Brhatls make five 
Jagatls; these, along with the aforesaid ones, make sixteen Jagatls; — one 
quarter of the Jagatl, along with one quarter of the Gdyatrl, contains twenty 
syllables. — Of the fourteen Kakups, fourteen Kakups make seven Jagatls ; 
— these, along with the former seventeen, make up Jagatls; — the two 
remaining Kakups form one Jagatl, as also a quarter of the Gdyatrl. This, 
along with the former 23, makes up the 24 Jagatls ; — -and the quarter of the 
Gdyatrl, along with the aforesaid 20 syllables, makes a Kakup. — Thus if 
interlinking is done in this manner, there are 24 Jagatls and one Kahup. 
If, on the other hand, the interlinking is not done, then in the Shydvdshva 
and the Andhigava Sdjnans, two extraneous Anustups have to be brought in ; 
— and in the Yajhayajhlya Sdman, original Kakups have to be brought 
in; — and in neither of these two cases is the requisite number (mentioned 
in the indicative text) made up. — Hence we conclude that the singing should 
be done by interlinking the verses. 


Or, the Sutras (25-28) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarapa. 


V ABHYlXA IX,, fIdA li,. .ADHrKAEANA (il). ' : lSi9 

Adhikarana (11) : The ^ Brahmasdman^ is to he sung 
by interlinhing the quarters, 

[The fourth explanation of Sutras 25-28.] 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Gavdmayana, with reference to the Bmhmasd- 
there is the text — ^ Ghatiihshatamaindrd hdrhatdh pragdthdh, tray ash- 
trimshatahcha sato harhatastrikah " [‘There are 104 Pragdthas in the Brhatl 
metre, with Indm as the deity ; there are 33 triads in the Brhatl metre ’]. 

The question that arises is — Should the singing of the Sdman be done 
over the verse-triad made of two verses and the third obtained by the 
interlinking of those two verses ? — Or should it be done over three distinct 
verses (viz. two from one Pragdtha, and the third from the next Pragdtha) t 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ The singing should be done over tliree 
(independent) verses, — ^Why so ? — Because in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice we read — ‘ Therefore there is a single Saurian sung over a Verse- 
triad ’ ; and this is applicable to the case in question under the General Law^ 
(relating to the Primary and its modifications) ; hence the singing should be 
done over three verses.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRAS (25-27). 

Ix REALITY, WHAT IS OBTAINED BY INTERLINKING [SHOULD BE 
USED FOR THE SINGING] (25) THUS IT IS OVER ITS OWN, 

(26) ; — EVEN SO IS THE NAME ' PrAGATHA (27). 

Bhdsya. 

The singing should be done over the verses by twos ; thus alone can 
the singing be said to be done on its otvn ; — '"‘own- — what?” — own 
Pragdtha . — “How would the Pragdtha be its own 2 — Because the 
Pragdtha has been laid down in connection with the Brahma-Sdman sung 
at the Gavdmayana, — hence the Pragdtha is the Bralwna-Sdman’s ^ own ’ ; and 
the term ‘ pragdtha ’ always xneans the Pragdtha of the particular Sdman 
itself. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because the indicative text makes no deviation 

POSSIBLE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following indicative text — ‘ Panchasu mdhsu hdrhatdh 
pragdthdh dpyante ’ [In five months are the Brhati-Pragdthas obtained] ; 
and this is possible only if there is interlinking (between two verses), not 
when the singing is done over three distinct verses. — ‘ How so ? ” — There 
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are l^4trpragathas ;—oi these there are two Pragdthas between Brhat and 
Rathantara at the Jyotistoma ; — between the Naudhasa ‘a>nd Kdley a also, 
there are two Pragdthas at the same sacrifice — then, there is the Indra- 
hratii Pragdtha at the later Yalcsas ; — the remaining 99 Pragdthas should 
have to be done over the Abhiplavas. In connection with the Prsthas, 
SatO’Brhatls have been laid down ; — and the Sato~Brhatls come on the 
third day of the Abhiplavas ; — thus of the Abhiplavas, 100 Days remain ; 
on the last day of these come the Sato-Brhatis, and on the other 99 days, 
come the 99 Pragdthas. Even so the term ' dpyante' (‘are obtained’) 
occurring in the indicative text becomes applicable, — On the other hand, 
if the singing is done over three distinct verses, then, the 66 verse -triads 
would take tliree and seven months to be completed. — From this indicative 
text therefore it is clear that the singing should be done over the Pragdtha. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the singing be done over the first 
verse -triad, — and then taking one verse out of these three, along with two 
other verses from elsewhere, the singing could be done over the verse-triad 
thus made up ? In this way, the general law im^^lying the singing of the 
verse-triad would become followed, and the indicative text — ‘ Panchasu 
mdhsu etc.’ would become explicable 

Ansimr — The Indicative text show's that no deviation is possible ; 
that is, there are other verses, but the Sdman is the same. 

From all this it follows tlmt the singing should be done over the 
Pragdtha obtained by the interlinl^ing of the \^erses by tw’os. 


Adhikakana (12) : There is Option in the use of the 
modifications of syllables and other musical modulations. 

SUTBA (29). 

InASBIUCH AS THBY SERVE , THE SAME PURPOSE, THERE SHOULD BE 
OPTIOH AMOHG THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

There are a thousand musical modulations in tlie Sdma-VGcla. 

Question — “ What are th'ese ‘ musical modulations ’ ? ” 

Answer — -Music {Anting) is an act ; it gives expression to parties ular 
soimd-notes produced the internal (volitional) effort of Man; it is spoken 
of under the name of ‘ Sdman '' ; it is sung over verses of fixed dimensions ; 
hence for the purposes of securing the requisite music, it becomes necessa,r\' 
to have recourse to (a) Modification (m/cam) of the syllables contained 
in the verses,— (6) Disjunction (Vishlesa), (c) Withdrawal (Vilcarsana), 
(d) Repetition (Abhydsa), {e) (Virdma), {/) Break {Stobha) and so 

forth ; and all these have been laid down in the script ui*es. 

The question that arises in regard to these is — Are ail these to be used 
together ? — Or optionally ? 

The PuTvajjalcsa view is that— “ Inasmuch as aii. these have been 
laid down in the scriptmes, and the injunction of an act takes in all thoi 
details of that act, all the said modulations should be used together.” 

In answer to this we have the following Sldclhdntai — Inasmuch as 
they serve the same purpose, there should be ojjtlon ; all the musical 
modulations are used with a view to serve the one purpose of aceom|>lish- 
ing the required music ; so that when the required music is seciired on tlie 
basic verse by means of any one of the modulations, there can be no need 
for the use of others. — ^Hence there should be Option among them. 



Adhikaeana ( 13 ): Such mjunctions as ‘‘ Rchd stuvate— 
Smnnd stuvate' — mean that the ^Hymning' is to he 
done by means of Sd^mn. 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapakhaJ—’* Inasmuch AS BOTH SERVE the same pirarosB, 
THERE SHOUEU BE OPTION BETWEEN ' Rk ’ AND ‘ SAMAN ’ ; AS 
BOTH ARE MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE (OP HyMNING).” 

Bhdsya. 

Ill coimoctioii with a particular sacrifice, we read— ‘ RcM ntuvafe, 
Sdnifui 6iiwate ; yadrchd stuvate iadasurd anvavdyan ; yat sdmnd stumte 
tadasim ndnvavdyan ; Sdmnd stuvUa" [‘One should hymn with the Verse ; 
one should hymn with the Sdman; when they hymn with the Verse, tlie 
take it up ; when they hymn with the Sdman, the Asuras do not 
take it up ; one should hj^mn with the Sdman 

In connection with this, there arises the question— How should the 
Hymning bo done ? May it be done either with the Sdman or with tlie. 
Verse, optionally Or with the iS'dman. only ? 

On tiiis, the FurvapaUsa view is as follows : — There should be Option ; 
it may be done either with the Verse or with the Sdman; the sentence that 
' w^hen they hymn with the verse, the Asuras talie it up ’ is distinct by 
itself ; we find it making the statement that ‘ whenever the Hymning is 
done with the verse, the Asuras take it up’, wrhicli is complete in itself ; — 
and this statement is made in answer to the qiiestion — How is one to know' 
that the Hymning is to be done with the verse ? — ‘ But for wiiat purpose 
is this done ? ’ — It is done with a view to see that the Hymning might 
form part of that particular sacrifice in comiection with which it is 
mentioned; and this is gathered, by the force of actual iisage, from the 
declaration of the entire procedure.— But the mention of Hmm.s- 
is deprecatory of the act ’.—Not so, we reply. We do not recognise the 
Asuras as being either deprecated or appreciated ; all that we gather from 
the statement is that the act mentioned is one that should be done. — Similarly 
the sentence ‘One should hymn with the ’ is distinct, by itself. — 

From all this it follow^s that there should be Option. The Verse and the 
Sdman both being meant ior hymning, their purpose is one and the same, 
— viz. that the Hymning should be done ; and as this can be done by either 
one of the two, there should be Option.” 



SUTEA (31). 

[SiddhIhta]— On the stbength of Direct Declaration, thebe 

SHOELD BE USE (OF ONE ONLY). 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that there should be option; as a matter of fact, there 
should be use of the Sdman only. — ^Why ? — Because there is a sentence 
declaring the use of Sdman — ‘ When they hymn with the verse, the Asuma 
take it up,^ — one knowing this sfiould hymn with the Sdman ’ ; here we find 
the hymning with eulogised by a direct eulogistic assertion; in the 

other case, the eulogy would have to be assumed,— to the effect that 
‘ because the take it up therefore the hymning should be done with 

the verse On the other hand (as we take it) if the Hy^nnirhg with Sdman 
is eulogised, then the statement that ‘When the hymning is done with the 
verse, the Asuras take it uj> comes to be taken in its direct sense of 
deprecating what is here mentioned (i.e. Hymning with the verse) and thereby 
eulogising the other course (i.e. Hymning with the Sdman); and in this case 
there is nothing to be assumed. — “ But how do you know that the statement 
is deprecatory ? ” — We deduce it from the eulogy bestowed on the other 
course. — From all this it follows that the Hymning should be done with the 
Sdman. 


Or, the Sutras (BO-fM) may be interpreted as presenting the following 
Adhikarana— 

Adhikarana (14): The ^ Ahavamya'^ should he wor- 
shipped with the verse ^ Ay am sahasrarndnava^ etc.^ 
as duly set to music. 

[Obtained by a second interpretation of Sutras 30-31. J 

SUTRA (30). : 

[PijRVAPAKSA] — ‘'I nasmuch as both serve the same purpose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION BETWEEN THE VeRSE AND THE 
SAMAN ; AS BOTH ARE MEANT TO SERVE THE PURPOSE.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection wdth a certain sacrifice, we read — ^ Ay am sahasramdnava^ 
Ityetayd ’ [‘ With the verse Ayam sahasra7ndnava, etc. 

one w^orships the Ahavamyg Fire ’]. 



1524 


SHABAEA-BHi^YA : 


In regard to tliis, there arises this question— Should the worshipping be 
done with the verse without setting it to music ? Or should it be done with 
it as set to music f 

The Purvapahsa vi&w is as follows The worshipping may be done 
with the verse, either sung or unsung.^ — ^Why ? — Because there is no definite 
in i unction one way or the other. Whether sung or unsung, the verse 
remains the same ; in both cases, people -regard it as the same verse ; hence 
tliere should be no restriction in the matter ; and when there is no restriction, 
then, inasmuch as both, the verse as well as the Sdman (sung), serve the 
purpose of hymning, there should be option.'’ 

In answer to this, we have the following : — 

StJTRA (31). 

On the strength of Diebot Declaration, there should be 

USE OF ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

It is the verse set to music (sung) that should be used, not that which 
is not set to music (unsung). — ^^^Tiy so ? — Because of Direct Declaration 
the words ‘ Ay am sahasramdnava ityetayd ’ refer to what forms the subject- 
matter of the Context ; and in the SdmavMa what forms the subject- 
matter is the verse as set to music ; hence it is such verse that should be 
taken as referred to by the pronoun 'Uayd\ — ‘‘But in the SdmavMa 
we also find verses that are not set to music — ^IVue ; but such verses are 
there only for the purpose of being connected with music ; unless a verse 
is mentioned in its simple form, it is not possible to set it to music ; hence 
it is for the purpose of being set to music that the unset verse occurs in the 
text of the SdmavMa ; i.e. the reading of the verses (not set to music) is 
always understood as being for the purpose of being connected with a 
Sdman (music) ; for the simple reason that there can be no setting of the 
Sdman (music) without the words of a verse ; while it is possible to have 
a verse mthout Sdman (music) ; so that the verse does not always require 
the music. — Hence it follows that, in the SdmavMa, whenever we find the 
worshippmg or the hymning (as to be done with a verse), it is always under- 
stood as to be done with the verse set to music (and sung), and not with the 
verse not set to music (and unsung). 

Says the Opponent — “ If, on the basis of Context, the conclusion bo 
that the verse used should be as set to music, — while on the basis of Direct- 
Declaration it follows that it should be used as not set to music, — such direct 
declaration being found in recensionaJ. other than that of the Sdma- 
veda, — then the latter alternative should be adopted, as Direct Declaration 
would always set aside the implications of the Context^ 

Our answer to this is as follows :~Th© Direct Declaration — ‘ Ay a^n sahas- 
ramdnava ityetayd, etc. ’ does not lay down the words of the verse ; it only 
mentions the opening words ; and hence when it is taken as standing for 
the verse as occurring in the Context, the term ‘ verse ’ is takeii in its direct 
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primary sense; on the other hand, in accordance with the Purvapaksa, 
the mention of the opening words of the verse would be talcen in its indirect 
secondary sense ; — and when there is a conflict ' between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, it is more reasonable to accept the former. Hence 
it follows that thB worshipping should be done witli the verses as set to music. 


Or, the Sutras (30-31) may be taken as representing the following 
Adkikarana. 

Adhikabana (15) : The / Ydjya^ ’ and ' Amwa.kya ’ 
Mamims like ‘ Agnirmtirdhd divah^ etc' Hhoidd he 
recited in the ^ neutral ’ tone. 

[J3y the third interpretation of Sutras 30-31.] 

SUTRA (30). 

[POrvapakra] — “ Inasmuch as both serve the same purpose, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION, BETWEEN ' VeRSE ’ AND ' SImAN ’ ; 

AS BOTH ARE MEANT TO SERVE THE 
PURPOSE.’' 

Bhdsya, 

In the ease of the injunction of Vedic Mantras, some are found to be 
mentioned with three accents and some with four accents. — Question — 
“Those that are mentioned with /owr accents, — do they adopt an accent 
in addition to the tliree ordinary accents, the Uddtta (High), Anuddtta (Low), 
and Svarita (Mixed) ? ” — No ; the accents in these also are those same that 
are found in those of the other class. — “ Then what do they do with these ? ” 
— They read these mantras with a tone that passes beyond the limits of the 
tliree ordinary ones. [This fourth being what is called ‘ Tara ’ or 
'Ekashruti\ i.e. the ‘ Neutral Tone ’,] 

Now, there arises this question — Are all these accents to be used 
together, all at one time ? — Or optionally ? 

‘‘The view that appears to be reasonable is that ‘Inasmuch as the 
Injunction of the performance takes in all the details, all the tones should 
be used together — But our {Purvapaksin^s) amswer to this is that “ inas- 
much as the same purpose is served by all, there should be option. The 
purpose served by the use of all the tones is one and the same, — that of 
reciting the text of the Mantra ; hence there should be option in their 
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SUTRA (31). 

[SiddhIota]— On the steength"- of' Dibect Declabation, /thebe 

SHOULD BE USE OE ONE ONLY. 

BMsya. 

There is the following Direct Declaration inferred on the basis of 
‘ At the sacrificial performance, the neutral tone should be adopted’ ; 
lienm mxintras should be recited in the Neutral tone. — Question^ — ‘‘ Then why 
should there be any use of the three and fotir accents ? ” — 

Answer — Their use will serve the purpose of indicating the precise 
meanings (of the words of the Mantra). 



Adhikarana (16) : /% the case of such injunctions as 
''One sings the Rathantara over the Uttar d verses’’, 
the singing should he done in accordance with 
the syllables of the f Uttard’ verses. 

SUTRA (32). 

[Porvapaksa] — “ The modification in a part of the Saman should 

BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BASIC VERSE, AS THIS IS 
WHAT IS LAID DOWN BY THE SCRIPTURAL INJUNCTION.” 

Ehasya. 

We have such texts as — ‘ Rathantammuttarayorgdyatiy yadyonydm 
taduttarayorgdyati^ Kavatlm rathantaram gdyati, Virdt^u vamadevyam ’ 
[‘One sings the Rathantara over the Uttard verses; one sings that in the 
Uttar d verses which is in the basic verse ; one sings the Rathantara, over 
the KavaU verses ; and the Vdmadevya over the Virdt verses ’]. 

The question that arises is — Should the singing be done in accordance 
with the syllables of the Uttard verse ? Or with those of the basic 
verse ? 

Question — “ In what way is the singing done in accordance with the 
syllables of the Uttard verses ? And in what way is it done in accordance 
with the syllables of the basic verse ? 

Answer—'We shall explain this by means of an example : In accordance 
with the rule ‘ Vrddhantdlavyamdl ’ (?) [‘ the a~i comes after the aug- 
mented Palatal syllable ’] ‘ a~I ’ when the modulation is introduced in one 
part of the basic verse, — if the same modulation is introduced in the same 
part of the Uttard verse also, — then, the singing is said to be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; — if, however, the Palatal 
syllable is found in the Uttard. verse in a different part, and the modulation 
Va-i’ is introduced in that part, then the singing is said to be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verse. — The cpiestion thus is 
that which of these two courses should be adopted. 

The PurvapaJcsa view is as follows — “It should be done in accordance 
with the syllables of the basic verse.-— ‘ \¥hy ? ’ — Let us consider what 
is done in a case where in a certain part of the basic verse the syllable " e ’ 
is modified into the modulation ‘ a-i’. What is done is that the 
syllable ' e ’ is not pronounced, — -the syllables ‘ a ’ and ' i ’ are 
brought in in its place. Such being the case, here, — in the ease of the 
Uttard verse also, there should be no pronouncing of the syllable occurring 
in the corresponding part, and in its place, the syllables ‘a’ and ‘i ’ should 
bo brought in. In this way the singing over the Uttard verses comes to be 
the same as that over the basic verse,— From this it follows that the singing 
should be done in accordance with the syllables of the basic verse — Further, 
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if it is clone in tliis way, then the miisic is not spoilt ; while in any other 
case, it might be spoilt in certain points ; in fact, it would be clearly spoilt 
in a ease where a long music is sung over a small number of syllables,— if 
the singing were done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verses. 
For this reason also, the singing should be done in accordance with the 
syllables of the basic verse. — Then again, in some cases the order of 
syllables is followed,— where the syllable modified into ‘ a-i ’ does not occur 
in any particular order of sequence; — -while in other cases the Vedie text is 
followed, — where there is no modification made. In any case the singing 
done at the time of the sacrificial performance should be in keeping with 
that done at the time of reading the Veda. For this reason also, the singing 
should be done in accordance with the syllables of the basic verse ; so that 
the modification — into such modulations as ‘ a-i * and the like — in a part of 
the Sdman should he in accordance with the basic verse ; it has been laid down 
in the scripture that ‘ that which is done in the basic verse should be done 
in the TJUard verses ’ ; from which it follows that in the Vttard verses the 
modulation ‘ a~i ’ should be introduced at that same point at which it hn,s 
been done in the* basic verse.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[SidbhIkta]— But Badabi holds that the modulation is to be 
DONE to the letter, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LETTER ; 

BECAUSE THE LETTERS ARE DIEEERENT. 

Bhdsya. 

Badari has held the opinion that the singing should be done in 
accordance with the syllables of the Uttard verses, — and not in accordance 
with the part of the basic verse. The modification into ‘ a-i ’ that is done 
to the basic verse is not something new brought in, nor is the syllable 
' e ’ dropped there (in place of which something new could be brought in) ; 
because the syllable ‘ e ’ actually contains the letter ‘ a ’ and the letter ‘ i ’ — 
the articulation of the former being ' contracted ’ and that of , the latter 
‘expanded’; and both of these are elongated (into ‘a’ and ‘i’); and 
though these elongated forms are incorrect, yet their coalescence brings 
about the conjunct vowel ‘ e ’ which is quite correct ; — and what is done 
(when the modulation ‘ a-i ’ is made) is that the constituent letters ‘ a ’ and 
‘ i ’ are disjoined, — and not that any new letters are brought in ; though 
a certain quality is produced in the letters which was not there before. 
In all these cases, Direct Perception is the only guide. In the case of 
the Uttard verses, if in a certain part there is a new letter (different 
from ‘ d-i ’) and not a conjunct letter (like ‘e’), — as there is no conjunction 
(between the letters), there can be disjoining ; on the other hand, in that part 
of the verse where there is a conjunct letter, the disjoining is done ; and in 
this way what was done in the basic verse is also done in the Uttard 
verses ; that is, what was done in the basic verse was the disjoining of the 
conjunct letters, and the same disjoining of the conjunct letters is done in 
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the Uttard verses also. In any other case, a different process would have 
to be assumed. 

It has been argued that “ the music would be spoilt ’’.—But, as a matter 
of fact, it would not be spoilt; as it would be possible to do the (?) 

and then do the singing without any letters. In any ease, where there is 
no conjunction, there can be no disjoining, and it would not be necessary 
to follow the Vedic text and the order of sequence. 


ADHiKAEAisrA {YI) \ There is transference of ^Stobhaf to 
the Uttard verses. 

StJTEA (34). 

[PObvapaksa] — Thebe is ho tbanseebence oe ' Stobha ' to ahotheb 

VEESB, — JUST AS THERE IS HOHE OE THE VERSE ITSELE ; SO SAY 

SOME.’" 

Bhdsya, 

We have the declarations — -‘ One sings the Bathantara over the Kamtl 
verses; one sings the Bathantara over the Uttard verses; what one sings 
over the basic verse one sings over the Uttard verses We have understood 
that the singing is to be done in accordance with the syllables of the Uttard 
verses. 

The question that arises now is — Are Stobkas transferred or not ? 

39 below provides a general definition of ‘ Stobha ’ ; Madhava cites the 
following as an example ; In the basic verse of the VdmaMvya Sdman, between 
the two halves, we have the modulation * o-5-ho-hoi ’ ; this modulation is called 
‘ Stobha ’]. 

The Purvapalcm view is as follows : — “ Stohhas are not to be transferred. 
— ^Why ? — ^It is the Music, not the Stohhas, that constitutes Sdrmn ; and 
it is the music that is transferred ; for the declaration contains the term 
‘ sings ’ — What one sings over the basic verse, one sings over the Uttard 
verses*’. — Then again, the Stobha, having no connection with what is 
expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless ; for this reason also 
it should not be transferred. — -Further, somewhere there is the declaration — 
‘ One sings the Avdbhrtha Sdman over the Aindri verse ’ ; and in this ease 
any applicability would be impossible ; from the supplementary sentences, 
Indra is understood to be one who produces a cooling eiiect ; as such, the 
term ^ tapaW (‘ warms ’) would be wholly inapphcable to him.— From all 
this it follows that the Stobha should be kept aloof from any verse other 
than the basic one just as there is no transference of the syllables of 
one verse to the other, because the syllables are not music, in the same 
manner and for the same pason, there should be no transference of the 
syllables of the also.” ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

SUTRA (35). 

[Siddhakta] — ^Thebe should be trahseerehce oe all, as they 

STAHD OH THE SAME EOOTIHG ; THE MODIEICATIOH WOULD COMB 
IH AS IH GBDIHABY SIHOm^ 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the should be excluded ; in fact, there should 

he transference of all ; the term ‘ iSdwan ’ stands for the whole of the music 
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along with all its details of ver$e^ stohha, mcentf timet and repetitioii . — “How 
do you know that ?)’ — ^We deduce it from the fact that it is used in this 
sense.- — Such being the case, if the Stohhaa were excluded, then the pecu- 
liarity of the music due to those Stobhas would not be included (in the second 
verse) ; and this -would be contrary to the declaration (that ‘ Wliat is sung 
over the basic verse should be sung over the JJttara verses ’) ; — hence w'e 
conclude that should be transferred. 

It has been argued that — “ the Stobhas ^ not being connected with what 
is expressed by the words of the verse, would be useless — Our answer to 
this is that as in ordinary singing, so here also, they would not be useless. 
For instance, in ordinary singing, musicians throw into the music many 
siibsidiaiy factors, — and these serve the purpose of keeping the time of the 
music, and they are not uttered for being connected with the sense of the 
words (of the song), — and the very useful purpose is served by this, in that 
the time of the music is easily kept ; — in the same manner, in the case in 
question also, th.Q Stobha-syllables would be carried on into the Uttard verses 
for the purpose of keeping time. 


SUTRA (36). 

Thebe is a text also that indicates the conneotion. 

Bhdsya, 

There is a text that indicates that the Stobhas are connected with the 
other verses also : It is declared that ‘ the Stobhas and the Q^rhas follow 
on ’ where the words of the text cease to come in ; ^ Stobha ’ here stands 
for the Stobha-syllables, and ‘ Gesna ’ for the accent * — From this also it 
follows that the Stobhas are to be transferred. 

SUTRA j(37). 

[Objection] — But, they should cease to come in, in cases where 

THE SENSE IS NOT APPLICABLE.’' 

Bhdsya* 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘ but ’) sets up an objection to the view just set forth, 

“ Such Stobhas as ^ agnistapati '* xnmt cease to come in ; because in the 
latter part of the sentence Indra is spoken of as producing a cooling effect ; 
so that Stobhas like the one cited (which speaks of warming) would not be 
applicable. — This sets aside what has been said under Sutras 35 and 36 
to the effect that the Stobhas would be applicable and connectible as in 
ordinary singing.” 
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SUTEA ( 38 ). 

[A^iswer] — In reality, there must be trahseebence ; the passage 
(quoted) being merely declamatory. 

Bhdsya. 

Even Stobhas of the kind referred to should be transferred. As regards 
Indm, we do not see his form (and do not know if he is cool or hot) ; as for 
the supplementary declaration referred to by the Opponent, it is onljr 
declamatory. 



Abhikabana (18) : Definition of ' StobJia \ 

SUTRA (39). 

AcCORBINa TO Jaimini [' Stobha ’ is] that which is additional and 

DISSIMILAB ; SUCH BEINa THE USE OF THE TEBM 

' Stobha’. 

BMsya. 

Question — “ What is ‘ Stobha ’ ? — ^Its definition has to be provided.” 

The answer is as follows — -That which is in addition to (in excess of) 
the syllables of the verse, and is dissimilar to them, — i.e. does not belong to 
the same ‘ class ’ of letters as those,— is what is called * Stobha \ It is to 
such letters that ordinary people apply the name ^ Stobha^; when, for 
instance, they say — ‘ DevadMena sabhdydm param pralapatd hahustobham 
hathitam \ — ^they do so when they have found that much of what the man 
has spoken is more than what was necessary for conveying his meaning, 
and all this superfluity was totally dissimilar to what was necessary. 

It is not necessary for us to explain the use of the present Adhikaraxia 
which provides the definition of a certain thing ; in fact, the use of providing 
a definition lies in the mere fact that the thing in question becomes defined. 

Questiorh—^^ Why should the Sutra have mentioned both the adjectives ? 
Either one of them — ‘ in addition to ’ or ‘ dissimilar ’ — would have sufficed 
for defining the Stobha 

Answer ’ — ^Not so ; because it may be that a letter is ‘ excessive % but not 
‘ dissimilar ’ ; for instance, when there is repetition, — ^such as ‘ Shchddri- 
similarly a letter may be ‘dissimilar’ and not ‘excessive’; 
as in the case of modifications — ^such as * ogndl ’. — Thus it is necessary 
to have both qualifications in the 



ADHTEAKAiyA (19): ‘ BcsprinkUng \ ’‘Threshing’’ and 

such details should he performed in the case of 
Nivdra and other things. 

StJTRA (40). 

Ik begaed to (a) StrBSTANCES, { b ) Subsidiaey acts, (c) Modifica- 
tions, { d ) Changes, and (e) Peohibitions, — the injiinotions 

MUST BE FOIAO’WBD, BECAUSE THEY AEE AEPLICABLE TO 
THEM AND BBCAtrSB "WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO 
BE DONE SEEVBS A DISTINCT EUEPOSB. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) In connection with the Vdjapeya, we read — ‘ One offers the Nivdra 
cooked on seventeen pans to Brhaspati^ ; at the Primary Sacrifice (Darska- 
Purnamdsa)^ the grain used is Vrlhi, which is besprinkled with water. — ^The 
question is — Should this besprinkling be done to the Nivdra grain or not ? 
— (b) Similarly, there is the text — ‘ Speech gives out the Udgltha, when the 
iSa^ciha-Prstha is completed ; one should not speak much, nor ask any one 
else, nor say anything to anybody else; when the Sadaha is omitted, 
one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter ’.—The question here is — are the 
details of the Sadaha applicable to the Eating of Honey or the Eating of 
Clarified Butter ? — (e) Again, in connection with the Edjasuya, we read — 
‘The cooked rice for Nirrti is prepared of grains unhusked with nails’ ; 
at the Primary Original Sacrifice, there is Besprinkling oi the Pestle and 
Mortar (used for the unhusking of the Bice by Threshing) ; so the question 
arises — Is the Besprinkling to be done to the nails or not? — (d) In con- 
nection with the Chdturmdsya, we read— ‘ One should tie the animal to the 
Paridhi ’ ; and the question arises— Are the details laid down in connection 
with the Post (to which the Animal is tied at the Primary Sacrifice) to be 
performed in connection with thb ParidM or not ?— (e) There is the text— 
‘ One should not utter the term gird-gird ; if the singer uttered these words, 
he would swallow himself ; the singing should be done by pronouncing the 
term ird' ; — ^the question arises — Are the details laid down in connection 
with the term 'gird' to be performed in connection with the term^ Hrd\ 
or not ? 

On all these questions, the Purvapaksa view is that — “The details 
laid down in connection with the and other things (mentioned 

above) cannot be applicable to the Nlvdra-grain and other things (that 
are laid down as to be used in place of the former), and hence they should 
not be perforaied in the case of these latter.” 

In answer to this, we have the iollowiug Siddhdnta : — ^In connection with 
the Nlvdra-grain and other things^, the Injunctions must be followed ; because 
the details laid down in connection with the respective Primary Sacrifices 
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are quite applicable to them. In eonnectiGn with the Primary Sacrifice also, 
the particular details are laid down in reference to the transcendental result, 
not in reference to the Yrlhi-grain other things ; because what is laid 
down is a particular means of bringing about the transcendental result; 
so that the details laid down are in reference to that result, and not to the 
Vnhi-gmin and other things. This I we have already seen above. — Then 
again, it is clearly understood that the Nlvdra-grain and other things serve 
the purposes served by the Vrlhi-grain and other things respectively. 

(а) As for the Nlvdra, the injunction regarding it is that 'the Bice- 
offering should be prepared oi Nlvdra-grain ’ ; — and the Nivdra-grain cannot 
accord any help to the Sacrificial performance except through being made 
into if ice ; and it is clearly perceptible that the Nwdra serves the same 
purpose as the VnhL 

(б) Similarly in the case of the injunction, ‘One should offer the 
Sadaha ’ ; it is understood that ‘ when the Sadaha is omitted ’ — ^i.e. 
when the offering is not done with the Sadaha, — then ‘ recourse should 
be had to Honey and Clarified Butter ’ ; and as a rule, when it is found 
that one thing is dropped when another is present, it is understood that 
one is the substitute of the other; so that when the text says that there 
should be Eating of Honey when the Sadaha is not there, it follows that 
the Honey serves the same purpose as the Sadaha ; and hence the observances 
and restrictions connected with the Sadaha become aj)plicable to the Eating 
of Honey also. The Cups however do not come in in the case of the Homy- 
Eating, as there is no Sacrificial Offering ; and so also there is no Hymning^ 
as the Hymning has been laid down as to be done while holding the Cup 
or raising the Ladle [so that when there is no Cup or Ladle, there can be 
lio Hymningl; mxd as there is no Hymning, there can be no Shamsa'na 
(Praying for gifts), wliich is laid down as to be done ‘ after Hymning ’• 
Similarly, there being no Savana, the Savamya offerings do not come in* 
Thus, for one reason or the other, certain details do not come in in the case 
of Homy-Eating ; but the Observances and Restrictions do come in ; as also 
such other details are not absolutely useless. 

(c) As regards the unhushing of the rice with the nails, — the Rice-grains 
do not become so ‘unhusked’ unless the husks are all removed with the 
nails ; hence it follows that the nails have been laid down as to be used for the 
purpose of removing the husks ; and as such, they become connected with 
the details laid down in connection with the Pestle and Mortar. 

{d) Similarly, the Paridhi is used for the purpose for which the Sacrificial 
Post is used, — as is distinctly laid down in the text ‘They tie the animal 
to the Paridhi^ ; hence it follows that the details laid down in connection 
with the Post should appertain to the 

(e) In the sentence ‘ One should not utter the words gird-gird , — one 
should sing, pronouncing the words ird — ^we do not have the injunction 
of both — of the prohibition oi —gird ’ and of the use of ‘ ird^ ; as, if it were 
so, then there would be a syntactical split. Nor can the word ‘ ird ’ be taken 
as merely referred to, as it has hot been enjoined before; to the Prohibition 
however, a reference is possible ; becatise when the word ‘ ird ’ is used, it 
is clear that the word ‘ ’ cannot be used. The sentence is understood 
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as laying down only one form in which the word can be pronounced the 
sense being that ‘ inasmuch as there is this danger in the use of the word 
gi rd, one should use the word ird J* If the sentence were taken as laying down 
several distinct forms of words to be used, — -then there would be need of 
several assumptions of Transcendental Results. — The sentence cannot be 
taken as enjoining the dangerous thing that ‘ one should swallow himself ® ; 
because as for the man’s own body, it is impossible for him to swallow it ; 
if it refers to the Supreme Soul, then its ‘ swallowing ’ would not be anything 
undesirable ; — and the defect of syntactical split would remain all the same, 
in this case also.— Hence the mention of the word ‘ gird ’ in the sentence 
in question should be taken as meant to show that the word ‘ ird ’ serves 
the same purpose as ‘ this being the meaning of the assertion that 

*one should not sing, uttering the words gird>~gird this it follows 

that the details laid down in connection with the word ‘ gird ’ should 
appertain to the word ‘ ird \ 

Thus the same conclusion is arrived at in connection with all the five 
cases. 

As regards the Paridhi, we are going to have a discussion in the following 
AdhiJcarania. 



Abhikaeana (20) : The details of the Sacrificial Post 
sho0d be performed in connection with the Paridhi, 

SUTRA (41). 

:[PC"EVAPAKSA] — VIEW OE THE PIJEPOSE FOE WHICH THE PaEIDHI 
IS BEOUaHT INTO EXISTENCE, THERE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION 
FROM IT (of THE DETAILS OF THE PoST), — BECAUSE 
THESE DETAILS ARE BASED UPON THE FUNC- 
TIONS OF THE Post.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Ghdturtndsya sacrifices, it is declared — ‘ They 
tie the animal to the Paridhi at its middle point — ^It has been declared 
(in the preceding Adhiharana) that the details laid down in connection with 
the Post should be performed in connection with the PandAi.— This view 
is now denied in the following Purvapakaar — “The details should not be 
performed, — in view of the purpose for which the Paridhi is brought into 
■existence; that is to say, the Par idM is brought into existence for the 
purpose of ^ clothing^ (^arid^dn-a, i.e. surrounding), the A/iawmz/a Fire; 
•consequently the details connected with the Post should be excluded from 
it ; — specially because these details are based upon the functions of the Post ; 
i.e. through the tying of the animal, which brings about the particular 
ijranscendental result, the details in question connect themselves with that 
transcendental result. Now the thing that has been declared to be part 
■and parcel of the act of tying the animal must be regarded as having been 
brought into existence for the purpose of that tying ; so that, when a thing 
has been brought into existence for the ‘ clothing ’ (surroimding) of the 
Ahavanlya Fire, — ^if it is used as part and parcel of something else, the animal- 
tying may be done to it ; but that cannot justify the application to it of the 
details of the Post ; because what may be done to that thing would not be 
^done to the Animal, nor to anything connected with the Animal. — Further, 
the details of the Post would be excluded from the Paridhi for the very reason 
that it is Paridhi and as such is covered with bark (which the Post is not), 
and is not vertical (as the Post is) ; and further, it would be necessary to 
modify also the formula ‘ Bring Clarified Butter for the Post % which would 
be entirely objectionable. — ^Prom all this we conclude that the details 
•connected with the Post are not to be adopted in the case of the Paridhi 
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SUTRA (42). 

[SlDDHiHTA]"— I n EEALITY, THE DETAILS SHOULD COME IN, AS THEY 
WOULD BE USEFUL; AND THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOB THAT 

PUBPOSE, 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the details connected with the Post should find room in con- 
nection with the Paridhi ; because those details have been laid down as 
helping in the work oi tying the animal ; and if any other thing brings about 
the tying, it does help in the work of the tying ; — ^now the Embellishment 
in question (consisting in the detailed processes through which the Post 
is carried) brings about the tying-, and it does not depend upon the fact 
of the thing concerned {Post or Paridhi) having, or not having, been brought 
into existence for that purpose ; — Whence the details connected with the Post 
must be performed in connection with the ParidhL 

It has been argued that the Paridhi has the bark on it and is not 
vertically placed [and as such does not ressemble the Post]. — The answer 
to that is that such of the details would be performed as are not incompatible 
with the character of the Paridhi,-— B>nd not those that are incompatible 
with it. 

SUTRA (43). 

The name also would apply to the Substitute by reason of 

THE COMING IN OF THE DETAILS, SPECIALLY AS THEY 
ABB SOMETHING NEW. 



It has been argued that the formula ‘Bring Clarified Butter /or the 
Post ’ would (according to the Siddhdnta) have to be modified (in the case of 
the Paridhi). — -The answer to that is that there need be no modification; 
because, by reason of the coming in of the details (connected with the Post) 
the name ‘ Post ’ also would be applicable to the Paridhi ; because the name 
is due to those details ; and hence it should be just as applicable to the^ 
Paridhi as to the Post. Hence there need be no modification of the term 
‘ Post ’ in the said formula. 



Adhikarana (21) : The details connected with the V-Pm- ■ 
mta water ’ should he performed in connection ivith 
substances like the ^ Shrta^ {Boiled Milk) 
and Dadhi ^ {Gurd). 

SUTRA (44). 

[Purvap^sa] — ''The two substahces' -abe' fob different FtrBPOSBS,;' 

HOB IS THERE ANY SIMILARITY OF PURPOSE (BBTWEEH THE TWO 
■; things) .AND .THE EMBELLISHMENT. IS FOR ' THAT. . ^ 

PURPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of the present AdMhamf)>a are the phrases * 
cTiamm V (Rice Cooked in boiled milk) and ^ DadhanshcJiarum ^ (Rice Cooked 
in Curd), as occurring in the following passage—* Vi vd enam prajayd pasku- 
bhirardhayati^ mrdhayatyasya bhrdtrvyam, yasya havirniruptam purastd- 
chchandramd abhyudMi ; sa tredhd tanduldn vibhajet ; ye madhyamdstdnagnaye 
ddtre puroddsheTuistdhapdlannirvapet ; ye sthavisthdstdnindrdya praddtre 
dadhanshcharum ; ye kmdisthdstdn ms^av^ sMpivistdya shrte charum \ 

In regard to these two phrases, there arises the following question — 
Bliould, or should not, the details connected with the ^ Pramta^ [Water 
sanctified for the purpose of Cooking Rice] be performed in connection with 
the * Shrta ’ (Boiled Milk) and * Dadhi ’ (Curd) ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows ;—** The details in 
question should not be performed. The thing in question {Boiled Milk 
or Curd) is for the purpose of being ofered, not for the purposes for which 
the Pranltd water is used ; as a matter of fact, the Curd, along with a portion 
of the Rice, is to be offered to ; and similarly the Boiled Milk, 

along with another portion of the Rice, is to be offered to Visym-Shipiviatai 
so that neither the Curd nor the Boiled Milk has been enjoined for the 
purpose of Cooking (the Rice). As for the presence of the Locative Ending 
(in ^ Shrte ^ and ^ Dadhani^), tlmt is b, raevo reference; for, as a matter of 
fact, neither the Curd nor the Milk has been enjoined for the purpose for 
which the Pranltd water is used* Consequently those two substances are 
not connected with the details connected with the Pranltd water. — ^Nor is 
there any similarity of purpose between the Pranltd water and the Ctird ; 
— and the Embellishment (due to the details in question) is for the accom- 
plishment of that purpose, through the act of Cooking, From all this it 
follows that the details connected with the Praifltd-water are not to be 
adopted in connection with the Milk or the Curd.” 
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SUTRA (45). 

[SiddhInta]— They shohlb be perfobmed ; because the 

PURPOSE IS FXJLFUXED. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Details connected with the PraTfitd-water should 
not be performed in connection with Curd and Milk ; as a matter of fact, 
these details have been enjoined as helping in the Cooking (of Rice), — and 
not in connection with any substance brought in for the purpose of cooking ; 
only in the latter case could the need for the details be regarded as having 
ceased to exist in the case of substances other than the water. In fact, 
the details are performed with a view to definite transcendental results ; 
and the act of Cooking (which is done with water) m done with and 
"^Milk also ; hence these also should be connected with the said details. 



Adhikarana (22) : The characteristic details of the 
‘ Brhat ’ and ‘ Rathantara ’ Sdmans are restricted 
in their application. 

SUTRA (46). 

[PCbvapaksa] — “ Ikasmtjch as they sbeve one and the same 

PHEPOSE, THEEE SHOULD BE NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, it is declared — ^ Brhat prstham 
bhavati rathantaram pratham hhavati\ [and in connection with these Sdmans, 
certain details have been, prescribed. The question is — Are these details 
restricted to edbch Sdmun ? — Or should all be performed in connection with 
both ?] 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows — ‘‘ It is clear that 
the two Sdmans are optional alternatives ; — certain details have been laid 
down in connection -with the accomplishment of the Brhat-Sdinan with a 
view to the same purpose for which the Eathantara-Sdman is used ; — hence 
it follows that the details connected with the Brhat and the details con- 
nected with the Rathantara should all be performed in connection with 
both. And the mention of the Brhat or the Rathantara would, in this case, 
be taken as meant for the purpose of indicating the particular Sdman to- 
be used (in a particular case) 

SUTRA (47). 

[Sidbhanta] — They should be restbicted, because oe the 

SPECIFICATION. 

Bhasya. 

On account of the specification,, the details connected with the Rathantara 
should be performed in connection with the Rathantara only ; such details 
being specified as — ‘ It should 'not be sung loudly, nor should it be sung 
with force; when the Rathantara is being sung, one should close his eyes, 
one should turn his eye towards Heaven and so forth. The details con- 
nected with the Brhat are — ‘The Rrto should be sung loudly; 
when the Brhat is being sung, on© should think in his mind of the ocean’’ 
and so forth. — This specification in this form can serve a useful purpose 
only when the two sets of details are respectively restricted. Otherwise, 
the mention of the ^ Brhat ^ and the ■ ’ would have to be taken 

as merely illustrativ© ; and in that case the words could be taken in a figura- 
tive sense ; but so long as a word can be taken in its direct primary sense, 
it is not right to take it in an indirect figurative sense. 
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It has been argued that both the Rathantara and the Brto serve the 
same purpose. — -It is true that they serve the same purpose — ^of accomplish- 
ing the Soman ; and yet it is also true that the Sdman is accomplished by 
the Brhat in one way and it is accomplished by the Rathantara in an entirely 
different way. For instance, when a piece (of stick or bamboo) is to be 
divided, there are two ways of doing it— >(1) that two men should pull it 
at the two ends, and (2) it should be cut by a sharp -edged weapon ; now 
the process of sharpening the weapon to be used is connected with the 
second way of cutting the bamboo, and not with the way of pulling it 
the two ends,— even though this latter way also serves the same purpose.- — 
In the same manner, the question to be considered is— Are the details of 
the Brhat to be employed in connection with the Rathantara which serves 
the same purpose as the said Brhat ? And on the strength of the aforesaid 
specification, we conclude as follows : The Brhat accomplishes the purpose 
in one way and the Rathantara accomplishes it in an entirely different way. 
And we directly perceive another point of difference also : The Rathantara 
accomplishes the Sdman by setting forth the Shura and other hjTOns, 
while the Brhat accomplishes it by setting forth the ‘ Cliitrd ’ and other 
hymns. Thus the details of the Rathantara are restricted to the Shura 
and other hjrnins, and as such should come in when the Rathantara is 
proceeded with,— and not when the Brhat is proceeded with ; similarly the 
details connected with the Brhat also are restricted to the Ghitrd and other 
h>nnns, and as such should come in only when the Brhat is proceeded with,— 
not when the Rathantara is proceeded with. — -Thus there is restriction of 
the two sets of details. 



Adhikaeana (23): In connection with the '' Kanva- 
mthantam \ the details of both the ‘ Brhat ’ and 
the ’’ Bathantara ’ are to be performed. 

SCTRA (48). 

In coiOTBCTioiir with the Kanva-eathantaea, they should be 

EESTEICTED ONLY WHEN THEEB IS LNCOMEATIBILITY, — ^BECAUSE 
IT IS A MODIFICATION OE BOTH. 

BMsya. 

There is the Vaishyastoma sacrifice, laid down in the text — \The Vaiahya 
should perform the Vaishyastoma sacrifice ’ ; — in connection with it, there 
is the following declaration — ‘ The Kanva-rathantara Sdman is sung 

In connection with this, there arises the question^ — ^In connection with, 
the Kanva-mthantara, should the details of only one — either the Brhat or 
the Bathantara — be performed ? — Or of both ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows : — “ The details 
of only one of the two should be performed. — ^Why ? — ^Because of the 
specification contained in the following declaration — ‘ To Bathantara "belong 
the details of the Bathantara, and to the Brhat, the details of the Brhat ’ ; 
and until any tiling further is declared, only that much can be accepted 
which has been already declared. From this it follows that the details of 
only one of the two should be adopted,” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sicldhdnta :~In connection 
with the Kanva-rathantara, — because it is a modification of both, — i.e. because 
the Kay^va-rathantara serves the functions of both, therefore, — ^it should take 
ill the details of both. In connection with the modification (i.e. the Kanva- 
rathantara), there is no specification, as there is in connection with the 
original {Bathantara and Brhat) ; it is only tlirough Presumption that the 
details come in ; and in the ease of the Kanva-rathantara, the Presumption 
applies equally to both ; hence it should take in the details of both.— It is 
only those details that are incompatible,' — such as ‘ it should be sung loudly, 
it should be sung with force ’ (which are not compatible with the Bathantara, 
which is to be sung ^ not loudly , nor with force ^)- — ^that should be restricted 
(excluded) ; — those that are not incompatible should all come in. 

[According to Kumarila, this Biddhdnta is wrong, the right view being that the 
Details of the two should be treated as optional alternatives]. 



Adhikabaha ( 24 ) : In a case where hath Sdmans are sung ^ 
the details of each should he restricted to itself. 

SUTRA (49). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA]— I k a case WHEEE both SIMAKS ' ABE : SUKa, IT SHOHLIO 

BE AS IK THE EOEBGOIKa CASE ; BECAUSE THE BTJEPOSE SERVED 
IS 0KB AKD THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain sacrifices where two /S'amaws are sung; for instance^ 
‘ Both should be sung at the 8amsam ; both should be sung at the Gosam 
— ^In connection with the Aprachiti also, there is the declaration — * At the 
^EJcdha, both the BrJiat and the Rathantara should be sung \ — At the original 
Primary Sacrifice, there are details connected with the Brhat, as also details 
connected with the Rathantara. All these details become applicable to the 
Gosava and the rest, under the General Rule relating to the Primary and its 
modifications. 

Now, there arises the q^uestion — At the sacrifice where two Sdmam 
are used, are the details of both to be brought in ? Or here also they should 
be restricted ? 

On this the Piirvapakm view is as follows “ At the sacrifice with two 
Sdmans also it should be as in the foregoing case of the KaT^va-rathantara. 
Because in this case both the Sdmans together make up the Prsthd (Hymn),— 
not singly. Hence it -would not be right for it to take in the details of any 
one of them singly ; — ^here both appear conjointly hence both would 
take in the details ; both appear conjointly ; i.e. they combine together for 
accomplishing the one purpose of making up the Prstha- (Hymn) 

SUTRA (50). 

[SiddhIkta]— Ik READiry, ikasmuch as the details oe bach abb 

FOE ITS OWK PXJEPOSES, THEBE SHOULD BE EESTEICTIOK, AS IK 
THE CASE OF THE OBICIKAL PeIMAEY SaCEIFICE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘in reality ’) indicates the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
view. It is not right that when the and the Rathantara appear to- 

gether, they should take in the details of both ; in fact, the details of the 
Rathantara should apply to the Rathantara only, and those of the Brhat, 
to the Brhat only, — “ Why so ? ” — Because details are for the purpose of 
that to which they belong ; i.e. the details of the Rathantara are for the 
Rathantara and those of the Brhat are for the Brhat Then again, the details 
belong to the two Rdmana, not to the Prstha when the Sdman is 
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sung, it is either the Eathantara orAj or the only (at any one time) ; 

so that when the is sung, the details oi %h.e Eathanlara are to he 

brought in ; and when the Brhat is sting, the details of the Brhat should be 
brought in. The details are in fact brought in by , virtue of the 
particular Sdnian ; — and the produces visible as well as invisible 

(transcendental) effects ; hence the Sdman also has the capacity of determin- 
ing the details ; — From all this it follows that there should he restriction of 
the details, as in the case of the original Primary. Just as, when the 
Eathantara is sung at the original sacrifice, the details of the Eathantara 
are brought in, — and when the Brhat is sung, the details of the Brhat are 
brought in; — similarly so should it be in the case in question also. 



ABHiiiAEANA (25) : The ^ Pdrvana-Homa ’ and such acts are 
not to he done at the ' Saury a' and other Sacrifices, 
SUTEA (51). 

The: two 'Pabvana-Homas j)o kot comb m, because the tebm bbb- 

TAIlSrS TO THE GROUP AKD IT IS THE GROUP (OP ACTS) THAT IS 

:^ERFOBMEI>. 

Bhdaya. 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, in connection with which 
there is the declaration — ‘ With the Srum one offers the 
Pdrvana-Bomas \ — ^In regard to the Saurya and other modifications of the 
Daraha-Purnamdsa, there arises the question-— Are the two Parvana-Homas 
to be offered at them, or not ? 

The first point to consider in this connection is this— Are the Pdrvana- 
Homas an offering to be made in connection with a certain point of time ? 
Or one to be made as part of a group (of offerings) ? — ^In the former case, 
they should come in at the Saurya and other modificatory sacrifices ; while, 
if they form part of a group, then they do not come in. 

'‘Why should this second question arise at all?” 

It arises, because usage points both ways ; among ordinary people in 
the whole country — ^from the Himalaya down to the Kumdrl (Cape 
Comorin ?), the term ^ parva^ (from which ^ par vana ’ is derived) is known 
as denoting a pomt of time as also a group. 

The PurvapaJcsa view is that—" The Pdrvana-Homas are an offering to 
be made in connection with a point of time ; we accept this usage, per- 
taining to the point of time [and hence the Homas should come in at the 
Saurya and other sacrifices]”. 

In answer to this we have th& iollowmg Siddharita : — At the modificatory 
or Eetypal Sacrifices, the two Pdrmna-Eomas do not come in , — ^Why ? — 
Because the term pertains to the group ; that is, the offering is spoken of as 
‘ Pdrvana on the basis of that usage of it which pertains to a group. The 
usage relating to the point of time we are going to refute below. Hence, 
inasmuch as the term ' Parvan ^ denotes a group ^ what has to be performed 
is a group of offerings; hence they cannot come into the modificatory 
sacrifices. 

SUTRA (52). 

But THE TERM IS COHHOTATIVE OP THE TIME ”, — IP THIS IS 
URGED [then the answer is; as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

If you think that — “the totm \paTvan^ denotes a point of time, and 
hence the offering in question should be made in connection with that 
point of time ”, — then we are going to refute it (in the following Sutra). 
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This Sutra merely states the objection ; it is going to be developed 

; 'later, on.' ■■ 

SUTRA (53). ; y:y^^': 

That CANNOT be; as such is not the Context. 

Bhdsya, 

There is no reference in the Context to any point of time : while there is 
a distinct reference to tliB group. Hence, on the basis of the particular 
Context, the term is taken as denoting the group y not the point of time. 

Says the Opponent— “ The Context cannot set aside the fact of the 
term ^ par van ^ denoting the point of time; because Context is weaker in 
its authority than the Indicative Power (of words).” 

The answer to this is as follows — ^As a matter of fact, the term ‘ ^mrvan ’ 
is not really connotative of both ; it really denotes only one ; if it denotes the 
pol7it of time) then it is tlirough the connection of this p^omt of time that it 
can be understood as pointing to the groiqo ; wliile, if it denotes the group 
then it is through its connection with this grou/p that it can be understood 
as pointing to the p)oint of time ; so that the correct thing is to take it as actu- 
ally denoting either one of the two, not both. Such being the ca,se. the reason 
in favoiu' of its being taken as denoting the group is that it is in keeping 
with the Context. 

Further, the term ‘ parvan ’ is derived from the root ‘ prn ’ ; and this 
root is known to be connotative of giving, offering ; and it is the groups that 
ere offerings ; hence the term must be taken as standing for the group of 
offerings ; as this would be in keeping with the derivative meaning of the 
term. ■ ■ 

From all this it follows that the Pdrvana-Homas cannot come in into 
the Saurya and other modificatory sacrifices. 


SUTRA (54). 

Also because of the wobds of the Mantba. 

Bhdsya, 

It is only in accordance with this view that the reference contained 
in certain Mantras would be applicable ; the two mantras being — (a) 
‘ Rsabham vdjinam vayam purnamjdsam yafdmahe \ and (h) ^ Amdvdsyd 
suhhagd sushevd \ — [The former, used at the Pdrvana-Homa distinctly refers 
to the group of offerings that constitute the Purnamdsa sacrifice, and the 
latter mantra, also used at the Homa^ distinctly refers to the group that 
constitutes the Amdvdsyd or Darsha sacrifice]. 
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SUTRA (55). 

''EvEK ' THOFGH ' THE GROUP IS ■ HOT THEBE [aT THE MODIEICATOBY 

SAOBIEICES], YET LIKE ' AgHI ’ [iT WOULD COME IH] IE THIS 
IS URGED [then the answer is as given in the 
next 

Bhdsya, 

Opponent — “ It is not right that the Homaa should not find room in 
the Modificatory Sacrifices. Because even though the group is not there,— 
i.e, even though the term ^ parvana^ denotes the group ^ — -and the group 
is not there at the Modificatory Sacrifices, — ^yet the Pdrvana-Homas must 
come in at them. — ^How ? — ^There may be some other deity indicated by 
the term Pdrvarha^) ; or the itself, though not actually present, 

may be ofiered, for the purpose of helping the 8aurya and other Modificatory 
Sacrifices just as in the mantra ‘ Agnimagna dvaha \ Agni is invited for the 
purposes of the Sacrifice, — iri'espective of its being present or not present 
there, — -so would it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (56). 

Not SO ; the statement pertains to a particular topic. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been urged is not possible, because the statement pertains 
to a particular topic ; i.e. it lays down a detail in connection with that 
action to which the Context belongs ; — and then it is the Agneya and other 
offerings (constituting the Primary Sacrifiees) to which the Context belongs ; 
hence those (i.e. Agni, etc.) are the deities connected with the i?owa in 
question; it is the Homa offered to them that can be regarded as being 
for the sake of the deities. From this it follows that in a case where these 
deities are not present, the Hmyia lor them cannot be offered ; so that 
the ParvaT^a-Homaa must be excluded from the Saurya and other Modificatory 
Sacrifices. 



are 


Abhikakana ( 26 ): The two ‘ Pdrmna-Homas ^ 
restricted to the ^ Darsha ’ and ^ Purnamdsa ’ 
Sacrifices^ each to each, 

SUTRA (57). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — ‘'T hey should pebtaih to both, as thebe 

CAK BE HO DISTINCTION.'’ 

Bhdsya, 

The question that is raised now is — ilre both the Parvana-Homm to 
foe offered at the Darsha as well as at the Purnamdsa 1 — Or should the 
Paur'itamdsi-Homa he offered at the Purnamdsa sacrifice and the Dar sha- 
ll oma at the Darsha sacrifice ? 

The Purvapahsa view is that — “both should be offered at both the 
sacrifices ; — why ? — because both the Homas have been spoken of in the 
Context of both the sacrifices ; and as such they should be offered at both 

SUTRA (58). 

[SiddhInta] — In beality, each of the two Homas should be oeeebed 

AT THAT SAGBmCE WITH WHOSE NA3VIE IT IS 
CONNECTED. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ' vd ’ (in reality) sets aside the Purvapahsa view. It is not 
right that both should be offered at both ; each of them should he offered at 
that sacrifice with whose name it is connected ; as it can be helpful at that 
only ; and it would be useless at the other, and what is useless should 
not be done. It has been pointed out (in the last Adhi.) that the two 
Homas pertain primarily to the group of offerings; — hence it follows that 
each of them should appertain to that sacrifice only with whose name 
it is connected. 



Abhikarana (27) : Terms like ' Samid ’ and the rest, 
ocourring in such texts as ' Saniidho yajati ' are 
^;names of Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (59). 

“ It may appertain to the Prayaja ”, — this be uegbi> 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Da7*sha-Purnanicisa.f Praydjas have been laid, 
down in the following sentences — ‘ Samidlio yajati, tanuna2^dfa7n yajati, 
ido yajati, harhiryajati, svdhdkdram yajati \ 

In regard to this, the following cjuestion is raised — Do these sentences — 
‘ Samidho yajati ’ and the rest — enjoin particular deities in the form of 
Samid and the rest, — the meaning being that ‘ sacrifices are to be offered 
to Samid and the other deities’ ? — Or they do not assert any connection with 
the Samid and the rest that occur in the Context, — i.e. they do not enjoin 
any deities with such names, in connection with the main sacrifice {Darsha- 
Purnamdsa) ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ What is 
enjoined in the sentences is the sacrifice to ‘ Samid ’ and the rest ; and. from 
Syntactical Connection it is clear that ^ SaniuV and the rest are deities. 
If we connect the sentence with the Samid, etc. mentioned in the context, 
the connection of the Context remains intact ; and the result of this would 
be that at the Prayaja also there would be those same deities that are spoken 
of in the Context ; — and it is the Deity that is the princiioal factor, as in 
the Parvana-Homa 

SIJTRA (60). 

[SiddhInta] — Not so ; beoaitse it is not enjoined. 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be as asserted above ; as in the sentences Sajiiid and the rest 
are not enjoined as deities. — Why ? — Because of the presence of the Accusa- 
tive Ending (in the words ^ saynidhah\ ' tanuna 2 :>dtam \ etc.). As a rule, 
whenever the deity is enjoined, it is either by means of the appropriate 
nominal affix or by means of the Dative Ending.; and it is only in these two 
cases that the idea of being for the sake of is connected ; and it is only when 
there is tliis idea of being for the sake of, that the word is understood to denote 
the Deity. As a matter of fact, the Deity is not any distinct species 
of Being ; so that the same may be the ‘ deity ’ of one thing and not the 
deity of another ; one thing is the ‘ deity ’ of another tiling, when the 
latter is for the sake of the former. — As for the Accusative Ending, it is used 
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( 27 ). 

in the sens© of i/^e wos^ c^eweci, so that it does not express the idea of any- 
thing being /or sa/^je of another, It is for this reason that a word with 
the Acctisativ© Ending cannot denote the Deity. 

Says the Opponent- — “ We shall assume the idea of being for the sake of ; 
as is done in the case of such . sentences as ^ Visnmn yafati\ " Varunam 
yajati \ ” ■ '' ' ■ . . ■ . 

But here neither ‘ Vimu^ nor ‘ Varuna^ is a sacrifice ; nor is either 
of them anything else which could he the most desired; and jet we 
have the Accusative Ending ; hence what is don© in tliis case is 
that the idea of being for the sake of is assumed ; — or it is taken 
as being expressed by some other word. — ^In the case in question however, 
the said idea is not expressed by any other word ; nor can it be assumed 
nor can the thing spoken of be regarded as something conducive to the 
accomplishment of the action of sacrifice. On the other hand, the very 
natiue of the terms ‘ Samiid ’ and the rest is such that thej’ can be taken as 
signifying sacrifices ; as for the Accusative Ending, it is also used in cases 
where an actio7i is the most desired factor ; as we find in such expressions as 
‘ Pdkam pachati \ — From all this it follows that what the sentence ‘ Sainidho 
yajati \ means is that ‘ the Samid sacrifice should be performed ’.—Whenever 
an action tending to the performance of a sacn^ce is enjoined, it is the 
sacrifice thsit is enjoined. — If the sentence were taken as enjoining a deity, 
— such enjoining of the deity could be done only if the act of sacrifice 
itself had been enjoined ; and such injunction of what is enjoined would 
involve a syntactical split. Hence the sentence cannot be taken as the in- 
junction of a deity. And when this sentence cannot be taken as enjoining the 
deity, the injunction of the deity will have to be sought after in the words 
of the Mantras ; and in that case those Deities would be regarded as 
enjoined, tlirough the words of the Mantra, for the simple reason that they 
are wanted and are compatible. Hence in the case of the sacrifices in 
question {Samid, Tanunapdt, etc.), the Deities should be taken to be those 
that are indicated by the words of the Mantras. 


End of Pdda ii of Adkydya IX, 



ADHYAYA IX. 

PlDA III. 

Abhikarana (1) ; Such terms as ^ Vrihi^ occurring in 
Mantras should he changed when these Mantras 
come to he used at a modificatory sacrifice. 

SUTRA (1). 

It is TEtTB THAT AT THE PeUIABY OEIGIHAIi SaCBDTCB THE WOEDS 
OF THE MANTEA SHOULD BE USED IH THEIE OEIGINAL FOEMS, — • 

AHD SO ALSO AT THE SUBSEQUENT SACBIFICE, BECAUSE THIS 
LATTEE HAS THE FOEMEE FOR ITS OEIGINAL BUT IT 
CANNOT BE SO, WHEN THOSE WOEDS DO NOT 
SIGNIFY THE THING EEQUIEED. 

Bhdsya. . 

Modificatory sacrifices form the siibject-matter of this AdMkarana, 
— such as (A) ‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, on© should offer cooked rice to 
Surya\ — ‘Desiring offspring, one should offer the cake baked upon eleven 
pans to Indra-Agni \ ‘ Desiring cattle, one should pei’form the Chitrd 
sacrifice ’, — ‘ Desiring a village, one should offer the Sdngraham to 
Yishvedevas \ — At the sacrifice which is the original primary of all these 
the mantra used in the offering is ‘ Agnaye justam nirvapwmi ’ I offer this 
to Agni ’]. — (B) Then, there is another modificatory sacrifice laid down as — 
‘ One should offer the Nlvdra cake baked on eleven pans, to Indra-Marutvat ’ ; 
— ^and at the sacrifice which is the ‘ original primary ’ of this sacrifice, the 
mantra used contains the mention of Vrihi—^ Syonante sadanam hrnomi 
ghrtasya dhdrayd .... vrlhindm mMha surnanasyamdnah \ 

In regard to both these sets of modificatory sacrifices (A and B), at 
which the use of the mantras quoted above would com© in under the General 
Law (laying down that ‘ the Modificatory Sacrifice should be performed in 
the same manner as its original Primary ’ ) — there arises the question— Are 
the mantras to be used (at the modificatory sacrifice) in their unchanged 
original forms ? — Or should there be a modification ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “The Ma/}%tras 
should be used without any modification ; it is only thus that the scriptural 
text would be preserved. The General Law is that what is done at the 
original Primary Sacrifice should be done also at the corresponding 
Modificatory Sacrifice; — and the terms ‘agrm*’ and 'vrlhi'' have been used 
at the original Primary; — therefore those same terms should be used at 
the corresponding Modificatory Sacrifices also,” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — It is true that 
at the original Primary Sacrifice the words of the Mantra should he used in 
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their original forms ^ — and that as it is used at the original Primary so should 
it be done at the subsequent sacrifice, — -i,e. at the Modificatory Sacrifice, 
that same Mantra should b© used ; because this latter sacrifice has the former 
for its original. All this is quit© true ; and yet we assert as follows : — It 
cannot be as has been suggested, because those words do not signify the things 
required ; that is, the terms ‘'agni ^ and ^ vrlM^ would not signify 
and (which are the things required at the Modificatory Sacrifices). — 

The term ‘ c/ia ’ in the Sutra has the sense of ^ tu\ (*biit’) ; what should 
be don© by Mantras is that they should speak of the things (connected with 
the sacrifice), — ^not that their mere form should be used ; as in this latter 
case, a transcendental result would have to be assumed (as following from 
such use of the Mantras) ; while by signifying the things required, they serve 
a visible purpose. — ^From all tliis it follows that the two terms should b© 
modified (at the Modificatox^y Sacrifices). 

SUTRA (2). 

Also because we bind ax ixdicativb text, 

BTidsya, 

In support of the above conclusion there is the following indicative 
text' — ‘ Na maid vardhate, na pita, na bhrdtd, na sakhd ’ [‘ The mother grows 
not, nor father, nor brother, nor friend ’] ; — -as a matter of fact, w© actually 
see the brother and the friend growing ; hence the sentence cannot be taken 
as denying the growth of the persons denoted by the words ; it must mean 
the denial of the growth of the words themselves ; — the meaning being 
that ‘ the term bhrdtr does not grow, nor the term sakhi \ — “ What would 
b© the ‘ growth ’ of these two words ? ” — ‘ Growth ’ would consist in the 
appearance of other letters; e.g. when there is one person, the term is 
^ bhrdtd \ but when there are two persons, the same term assumes the 
form ‘ hhrdtarau Thus then what is meant is that ‘ the term bhrdtr and 
the term sakhi are not modified ’ ; — and from this it follows that words 
other than these do become modified ; for when it is said ‘ You do not go 
to assemblies, you do not see the performance % what is implied is that other 
persons^o go there ; — -in the same manner, in the case in question, when 
it is said that Hh© tei'm hhratr the tevia sakhi are not modified’, it 
indicates that other terms do become modified. 

This discussion is left incomplete here ; another discussion will now 
proceed [and the thread of the main discussion will he taken up later, after the 
.first explanation of Sutra 3 helow\ 



Adhikaeana (2) : In a case, ivhere ‘ Lotus-grass ’ is used, 
there should he a corresponding ‘ modificatioji ’ in 
the Mantra used in connection ivith the 
‘ streioing ’ of the grass. 

SUTRA (3). 

Thebe shotted be appeopbiate modification of the genebic 

TEEM AS WEED AS THE CONTINGENT 
TEEM. 

Bhdsya. 

The scriptures declare that — ‘ Desiring prosperity, one should offer 
cooked Mudga-grains to Siiri — In connection with tliis offering it is laid 
down that Hhe grass used is of the Lotus’ PaundarlMni harklso bhavcmtl ’] 
— At the sacrifice which is the original Primary of this offering, the mantra 
used for the ‘ strewing of grass ’ is the following — ‘ Strmta barJilh 2^ctrldhatia 
vMim jaydmi md hvmsira?mq)dshaydnd darhhaih sbrnlta hariiaih siqdarnaih 
nishd hyete yajyndnasya bradhnah ’ ; and under the General Law, this same 
mantra has to be used at the aforesaid offering to iShrl. — ^Now in this mantra^ 
we have the word ^ darhhaih \ which is a ‘generic’ term (denoting the 
Kusha~grass)t and ‘ haritaih ’ is a ‘ contingent ’ term, that is, a term denoting 
the quality {green) — [The two words thus meaning ‘green Kusha-grass ’] — 
[At the offering to Shn, in place of this green Kusha-grass^ we have to use 
the Lotus-grass, which is red\ 

The question that arises is — [when the mantra comes to be used in 
connection with the ‘ strewing ’ of the Lotus-grass] should the generic term 
{^ darhhaih \ ‘Kusha-grass’) alone be modified (into ^ fmundarihaih \ 
‘ Lotus -grass ’), and the contingent term (‘ haritaih ’, ‘ green ’) be used without 
change ? — Or should both the terms be modified in their ajiproforiate place, — 
i.e. the generic term being used in connection with the strewing, ^nd the 
contingent term, in connection with the substance used for the stretvmg ? 

The question to be considered in the first instance is — ^In the Mantra, 
is the term ‘ harita ’ (‘ green ’) used for denoting the quality of green — colour ? 
— Or for denoting the quality of the substance used for strewing ? — “ What 
difference would that make ? ” — what has to be spoken of is the green 
colour of the Kusha-grass, then it is clearty for some transcendental purpose ; 
and then in that case, in connection with the Lotus -grass also, the same 
green-colour should be spoken of, for some transcendental purpose ; so that 
the word ‘ haritaih ’ (‘ green ’) should have to be used in its unaltered form ; 
— on the other hand, if the term ‘ haritaih ’ (‘ green ’) is meant to be used 
for speaking of the quality of the particular substance used for strewing, 
then it becomes necessary to speak of the quality of the Lotus -grass ; [and 
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in that case the word ‘ green ’ should have to be modified into ‘ red h which 
is the colour of the Lotus-grass\~ThB tevm, ‘green’ may have both the 
meanings mentioned above; the question is — ^in which sens© is it used in 
the Mantra in question ? 

The Purvapahsa view on these questions is as follows— ‘‘The term 
‘green’ should be used in its unmodified form; hence we conclude also 
that the word is used in the mantra for the pmpose of speaking of the 
green colour. — How so? — For the simple reason that the term 'harita^ 
(‘ green ’) is actually present in the Mantra-text. Nor is it necessary that 
the Mantra should speak of each and every one of the qualities that may 
be present in substances ; that quality alone should be taken as spoken 
of which is expressed by some word present in the Mantra — ^in the case in 
question, the word in the mantra denotes the quality of green colour ; — 
hence it follows that tiiis quality of green colour must be taken as spoken 
of [and hence the term denoting it must be used in its unmodified form]. — 
Objection — ‘ That same term {green) also expresses the quality of the substance 
used for strewing \ — Answer— We say — ^No ; the green colom is spoken of by 
means of the term ‘ green not because it happens to be the quality of a sub- 
stance used for strewing, — but because it possesses greenness; so that the 
term ‘green’ (‘ Aarito ’) directly denotes this and only indirectly 

indicates the quality of a strewing substance ; and Direct Denotation is more 
authoritative than Indirect Indication. — Thus then, inasmuch as the wmrds 
‘ ha^Itaih ’ (‘green’) is used in the Mantra for the purpose of expressing the 
green colour, it should not be modified, even when the mantra is used at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice (of the ;S7in). ” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta: — The 
‘generic term’ and the ‘ contingent term both should be modified. In 
view of this, we offer the explanation that the term ‘green’ is used with a 
view to speak of the quality of a substance used for ‘ strewing Though 
it is true that the term ^harita^ (‘green’) directly denotes the green colour, 
yet, there would be no point in the mantra speaking of the green colour ; 
so that it would be necessary to assume a transcendental purpose ; but any 
such assumption would be unjustifiable so long as a fusible purpose could be 
found. By indirect indication, the term. \haritaA expresses the quality 
of a substance used for strewing ; and this indication serves the visible purpose 
of descrl)ing the particular strewing -substance (Kusha) ; and under the 
circumstances, it should be necessary to indicate the quality of the other 
substance {Lotus-grass) that is used for strewing (at the offering to Shrl) ; 
consequently it becomes necessary to modify the term ^harita'^ (‘green’) 
into ^rahta^ (‘red’) [the Lotus-grass being red]. 


[The hroJcen thread of Adhiharana (1) is now taken up']. 

The Adhiharana that we have just dealt with appears to be of the 
nature of something fallen within something else [i.©. an interloper] ; hence 
w© are explaining the Sutras (2 and 3) somewhat differently — 
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g-UTBA (2) ALSO BECAUSE WE. BIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT —StJTBA (3) , 
THERE SHOULD BE ATBROPRIATE MODIEICATION OE THE 
GENERIC AS WELL AS THE CONTINGENT TEEM. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be 
inodiliea.tion at the llodificatory Sacrifice— ‘‘ For what reason ? We find 
an indicative text. — “ What is that indicative text ? Thei’eis the folio-wing 
declaration — ‘ Vishvemndevdndmus'rdnam chhdgdndm vapdndm medasonu- 
bruhi ’ ; — here we find used several modified generic terms ; which is possible 
only if 2Ianiras are meant to express certain things (and not used only for the 
sake of the utterance leading to a transcendental result).— If no modification 
had been made, — and the mantra -weve not meant to express certain things, 
— then there should have been only the two terms ‘ agni ’ and ‘ chhdga \ ; and 
the presence of the other words, which do not signify any action, w-ould be 
entirely meaningless. Kor could the presence of the words be explained as 
containing the inj-unction of these words themselves; because there is no 
injunctive term in the sentence — “ They could be taken a.s enjoined by the 
declaration that lays down the entire procedure ”. — In that case, the objec- 
tion remains that, they would be there only for a transcendental pm’pose. — 
From all this it follows that there must be modification at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (4). 

\A PTifvapali'sa view — continued]— ' Bomm people hold that there 

SHOULD BE NO MODIEICATION ; AS IT WOULD BE 
' NON-SCRIPTURAL 

BMsya, 

“ Some teachers hold the view that there should be no modification.” 

In support of this view an indicative text is going to be cited (under 
the next Butra) ; and it is an introduction to that that the view has been 
stated here (in the present Sutra), 

The sense of this Purvapahsa Yiem is as follows : — 

“ If modifications were made in the Mantra, then the scriptural injunc- 
tion [i.e. in Cleneral Law that the Modificatory Saerifiee should be performed 
in the same manner as the original Primary) would be disobeyed. Hence 
there should be no Modification.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Purvapahsa view — concluded]— ' Also because we bind indicative 

TEXTS. 

BMsya, 

“In support of this view (that there should be no modification) we 
find the following indicative. — ^In connection with the modificatory animal 
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at the Agniya, it is laid down — ‘ Agnaye clihagasya vajxiyd medaso7vahruhi ’ ; 
if there were to be inodiheation in the usual way, then there would be no 
need for the injunction direct as a matter of fact howeYer, we do not find 
the injunction hence it follows that there should be no modification. — 
Further, there is yet another indicative.— In connection with the 
animaly it has been declared — ‘ Yarhyekam yiqxMmq'iasprshet em te vdyo iti 
hruydt ; yoM dvau, Mau te vdyii iti ; yadi hahun, Ue te vdyavah ’ ; if modifica- 
tion were perroitted, then ail these varjnng injunctions would not be 
necessarj^ ; as every one of them would be secured by modification; — 
but there is the text actually enjoining the diverse forms ; — from this also 
it follows that there should be no modification.” 

StJTRA (6). 

[Purvapaksa answered] — Iisr reality, there must be mobifioatiox, for 

REASOFS ALREADY STATED. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. It is 
not right that “ there should be no modification ”, — as has been just 
asserted in fact, there must be modifications ; — ^in support of this view 
we have the reason already explained before, at the end of Sutra (1).— 
What the General Law (relating to the Primary Sacrifice and its Modifications) 
follows is the sense, not the mere words, of the Mantras i because in the 
main, Mantras are meant to be expressive of sense ; thej^ are not meant 
to be used merely in their verbal form. Hence for reasons explained before, 
there must be modifications in Mantras, 

We have only got to answer the arguments based upon the indicative 
texts cited. [This we proceed to do.] 


SUTRA (7). 

The Indicative text cited is for the purpose of rMPABTiFO 

THE CHARACTER OF ' MaFTRA 

Bhdsya, 

The indicative text that has been cited — ^ Agnaye chhdgasya vapdyd 
medaso '' nubruM \ — enjoins the altered form, with a view’ to impart to it 
the character of ‘ ; otherwise, the mantra, in its modified form, 

would cease to be a real ; it is for this reason that the text has 

reiterated it. 
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SUTRA (8). 

It sebves the pubposes op bestbictiok ; as (othebwise) 

BOTH MIGHT BE APPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the second indicative text cited^ — ‘ Yarhyekam . . . esa /e- 
myo, etc. etc.’ — the answer to that is as follows If the declaration had 
not been made — that ‘if two posts should be touched,— if several posts 
should be touched’, — then all the mantras i"" esa tl myo — Mau te vdyii^ 
— e^e te myavah^) would come to be used in comiection with the single 
Post ; in order to avoid this contingency, the restriction has been made — 
‘ If two posts are touched, one should say etow te vdyu ; if several posts are 
touched, one should say ete te vdyamh \ — Thus this text also does not lend 
support to the view that there should be no modifications in Mantras, 



Abhikabaka (3) : In connection imtli the^^\ Agmsomiya- 
: : ' 'Animal-offering the Expiatory Rite is to he per- 
formed on account of the ordinary touching ' I 
of the Post 

SUTBA (9). 

It should be perfoemed m cohkectioh with the ordinary 

TOUCHING, BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT IS CONNECTED WITH EVIL ; 

SPECIALLY AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS CONTINGENT 
UPON SOMETHING COMING AFTER THE SACRIFICE HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED ; HENCE IT COULD NOT BE PER- 
FORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE SACRIFICE, 

AS IT IS NOT APPLICABLE TO IT. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Jyotistmna sacrifice, at which there is the Agnisoynlya- 
Animal-offering ; in connection with that, it is declared — ‘ I£ one touches one 
Post, he should say csa te vdyo ; if he touches two, he should say etau te vdyu ; 
if he touches several, he should say Ue te myavah [This lays down an 
Expiation to be performed for touching the Post]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question : — ^Is this Expiation 
to be performed when one touches the Post during a sacrificial performance 
as well as when one touches it in ordinary life ? — Or only when he touches 
it during a sacrificial performance ? Or only if he touches it in ordinary 
life ? 

The Pilrvapaksa view is as follows — ‘‘ (A) It may be performed when 
one touches it during a sacrifice, as well as in ordinary life ; there is no 
restriction. — How so ? — Because no restrictive condition has been laid down ; 
there is no restriction as that the expiation should be performed only after 
touching it during a sacrifice, — or only after touching it in ordinary life. 
Hence there can be no restriction. — (B) Or the Expiation may be taken as 
to be performed only when one touches the Post during a sacrificial per- 
formance ; as in that case the Mantra (laid down in the context dealing with 
the sacrifice) would be connected with a purpose near at hand (in the shape 
of the touching during the sacrifice), — while in the other case it would be 
connected with something quite apart from the context, and such con- 
nection could only be indirect. — Hence we conclude that the Expiation should 
be performed only on touching the Post during a sacrificial performance.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Expiation 
can be performed only when one touches the Post in ordinary life, — ^not 
when one touches it during a sacrificial performance. — “ Why so ? ” — 
Because the Expiation has been laid down in connection with an evil, in 
the following text — ‘ The Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, 
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— when one touches the Post, he absorbs the evil coiiseqtiences of the 
sacrifice, — hence one should not touch the Post ’ having made this declara- 
tion, the text goes on to say— ‘ If one touches one Post, etc, etc, ’—Hence 
it is clear that the Expiation is to be performed in cases where there is the 
evil referred to in the text. This evil can be present only in the ordinary 
toucliing, — not in the touching during a sacrificial perf orinance. Because 
it has been laid down that in course of the sacrificial performance, the 
Post has to be ‘raised’ and ‘ anointed ’ (where is inemtable) ; 

and if the touching of the Post were something that ought not to he done (an 
evil), then it could not be what should he done. The prohibition of the 
touching has its scope in the ordinary touching ; where there would be 
nothing incongruous (in its being regarded as an evil and hence to be 
expiated). 

Further, the expiation has been enjoined as contingent upon somethmg 
coming after the completion of the sacnj^ce. [Read 'nimUte\ the ‘ na ’ 
having to be taken with what follows].— “ How so ?” — The text says — 
‘The Post absorbs the evil consequences of the sacrifice, etc. etc. % wiiich 
means that ‘ if anything wrong has occurred during the sacrifice, ’ it is 
absorbed by the Post, and what has been good is absorbed by the sacrificer ’ ; 
all this is purely valedictory, and is not connected with any other injunctive 
word. It is only the term ‘ ’ that can be connected with an injunctive 

word ; and that same word, being connected with the valedictory words, 
is near at hand ; and being near at hand, it becomes connected with other 
"words. Jiist as in the sentence- — ‘ Dando manoharo ramanlyashcha prahara 
shighram\ though the word ‘ ’ is connected with the intervening 

words ‘ manoharah ’ and ‘ ramamyah ’, yet being close at hand, it becomes 
connected with the words ' p^'ohara 8h%ghram\ In. the same manner, in 
the case in question, the word ’ becomes connected with the other 
words, — the sense of the passage thus being — if on the sacrifice being 
performed — iste — one touches the Post, he should say esa te w7;2/o, etc, etc. ’ ; 
thus the word ' iste^ comes to be expressive of the completion of the 
sacrifice. If then, the reciting of the mantra is contingent upon the touching 
that occurs after the completion of the sacrifice, — ^then clearly that touching 
camiot be one that is done during the Hence the conclusion is 

that the expiation is to be performed when there is touching in ordinary 
life ; as for the touching during a sacrifice, the expiation cannot be performed 
in connection with it, because it is not applicable to it ; that is, it is not possible 
either for the prohibition (of touching) or the condition of ‘ completion ’ 
to apply , to what occurs during the sacrificial performance. 


[Kumarila does not agree with the Bhasya, and later writers present the 
Siddhanta in a simpler form:— The injunction of the Expiation follows upon the 

prohibition of touching this prohibition can apply to ordinary touching only 

never to the touching during a sacrifice hence the Expiation should appertain 
to ordinary touching only.— Kumarila does not accept the Bhasya explanation of 
* apayr/ciS ’ as ‘ completion 3 



Adhikabaija (4) : A t the Sacrifice where there are two. animals 
the Singular a^id Plural forms of the words: of the 
Pasha-Mantras ’ are to he modified into , 
the Dual form, 

SUTRA (10). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (A}]—'" That which is incompatible (with the PBmABY)' 

SHOULD BE USED IK ITS UNMODIFIED EOBM ; ■ BECAUSE. ITS 
OBSTBUCTIOK .. IS NOT VISIBLE; AND BECAUSE THEBE 
IS NO DIEFEBENCE BETWEEN THIS AND THAT.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Agnlsomlya- Animal-sacri^^^^ laid down in the text — 
‘ Yo dihsito yadagnlsomlyam pashumdlabheta '^ ANh&n. one, being initiated^ 
sacrifices the animal dedicated to AgniSoma^ ’]. — In connection with this 
there is a. Mantra -speaking of the singleness of the Pasha (Koose)-— ‘ Aditih 
pdshmh prammnoJctu etam' (‘May Aditi loosen this noose’] ; also there is 
another ilfanjfra speaking of the plivrality of the Noose— ‘ pdskdn 

prmmimokfu etdn \ — It is going to be explained (in the next Adhikarana) 
that at the original Primary Sacrifice both these Mantras may be used. 

[The text has the word ‘ Samuchchayam * which ordinarily means that both the 
Mantras are to be used together ; but in the next Adhikarana^ the Siddhdnta 
is that both the Mantras may he used, — but as optional alternatives. The term 
‘ Samuchchayam ’ of the text therefore has to be taken in this sense. * Vikalpam ^ 
would be the right reading; but the MSS. also read ^Samuchchayam'. The 
Shdstradipikd speaks of ^ Vhhayoh sanniveshah \ * both come in ’ ; this also has 
to be taken in the sense that ‘both come in — but as optional alternatives’. — The 
BhaUadlpika speaks clearly of ‘ vikalpam \ which is in keeping with the Siddhanta 
of the next Adhikarana^. 

Then again, there is a modificatory sacrifice (Ectype) of the AgnlsomlyafBA, 
which two animals are killed, laid down in the text — ‘ Maitram shvetamdlahheta 
■ — vdrunam hrmam, etc. ’ [‘ The white goat should be sacrificed to Mitra 

and the black goat to Varuna ’]. — In accordance with the General Law, 
both the above-quoted mantras come to be regarded as to be used at this 
sacrifice of two animals. 

In regard to the use of these two mantras at this last sacrifice of the 
two goats, there arise the following questions : — (a) Is the word in the 
Plural form to be used in its unmodified form and that in the Singular form 
should be excluded ? — Or (6) Should, the Plural form be excluded and the 
Singular form used as modified (into the Dual form)? — Or (c) should 
both (the Plural as well as the Singular) be used, there being a diversity of 
expression (i.e. option) regarding the one to be actually used in any 
j>articular case ? — Or (d) should the Singular form be used in its modified 
form, the Plural form also (in its modified form) not being excluded ? 

* 10 
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(A) The first- Purvapahsa is as follows Tte is mcompatihle 

should ho used in Us unmodifled form ; i*e. the Plural form, wliieli is incom- 
patible with the Primary Sacrifice (at wMch there is only one animal) should 
be used (at the sacrifice of two animals) in its unmodified form, and the 
Singular form should be excluded. — ^Why so ? — Because we find no obstacle 
to its being used ; so that just as it is used in the case of there being only 
(one animal and) one Noose so would it be used also in the case where there 
are (two animals and) two nooses ; specially as the Plural form is expressive 
of neither one nor two. — In thus using the Plural form in its unmodified form, 
the scriptural injunction of the General .Law becomes honoured ; while in 
the other case, if the words were modified, then the would not be 

used in the form in which it is used at the Primary Sacrifice. Nor is there 
any difference between one noose mxdtwo nooses fso far as the applicability 
of the Plural form is concerned],— From all this it follows that, the Plural 
form should be used in its unmodified form and the Singular form should 
be excluded.” __ 

SUTRA (11). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (B)] — “ In fact, THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION ; 

BECAUSE IT SERVES THAT PURPOSE.'' 

Bhdaya. 



The term ‘ w ’ (‘in fact ’) rejects the view set forth above. 

“ In fact, there should he modification ; that is, the Singular form should 
be used in its modified form and the Plural form should be excluded. — “ Why 
so ? ” — Became it serves that purpose ; that is, the two nooses that have to 
be spoken of in the Mantra used at the Modificatory Sacrifice (with two 
animals) have to be spoken of simultaneously, in accordance with the 
injunction of the Procedure ; so that, in the term ‘ pasha ’ (if the 
Singular form were used in its unmodified form) there would be nothing 
to differentiate wliich one of the two nooses is spoken of and wliieh one is 
not spoken of ; as there is nothing to discriminate between the two nooses. 
In fact, the connection of both the nooses with the performance can be spoken 
of only by means of the Dual Accusative form, and by no other means. 
Hence we conclude that the word should be modified into the Dual form, 
and the Plural as well as the Singular form shoifid be excluded.” 

StJTRA (12). 

tPURVAPAKSA (0 )] — ''In REALITY, AS IN THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE SO 

IN THE OTHBRvS (MODIFICATORY SACRIFICES) ALSO, THE ONE 
OR THE OTHER SHOULD BE USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE SENSE ; BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF 
THE ‘ INCOMPATIBLE ' FORM.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ^ api vd^ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view just set forth. 

“ The Plural form should not be excluded. Just as at the Primary 
Sacrifice, the Plural and the Singular forms are both used, — ^the Plural form 
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being used by reasoa of its ‘ incompatible connection % — so at the 
Modificatory Sacrifiee also, the Singular should be used in the modified 
Dual form ; and the Plural form would also come in by reason of its ‘ in- 
compatible connection’. Because, if the Plural form is permissible at the 
Primary Sacrifice-~-iii cases where only one ISTo os© is there,— on the ground 
that the word [ypashdn ’ ) is meant to express onij^ what is denoted by the 
basic noun (‘ pds/ta ’ independently of the signification of the case -ending), 
— ^then the same would be permissible, on the same ground, at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice, — where only two nooses are there. If it be held 
that at the Primary the Plural form expresses singiilaHty^ then at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice also, the Plural would express duality. — ^Hence there 
should be diversity of expression^ — (i.e. option) in regard to the use of the 
exact form. ” ■ ■ 

SUTRA (13). 

[SiDBHANTA] — As A MATTEB OF FACT HOWEVER, WHAT IS USED SHOULD 

BE IK ACCORD AKCB WITH THE STATE OF THIKUS ; BECAUSE WHAT 
IS IKCOMPATIBLE CAKKOT BE EKJOIKED. 

Blidsya. 

The particle ‘ /yu ’ {‘a.s a matter of fact however’) rejects even the 
view that has been just set forth. 

It is not right that there should be an option in the us© of the Mantras ; 
what should b© used is that which is in accordance ivith the state of things ; 
that is, the word should b© modified into the Dual form, and the Plural 
as well as the Singular form should be excluded ; because either the Plural 
or the Singular ending, appearing in the wake of the term as 

denoting Aw nooses ^ can never signify any connection with the sacrifice in 
question ; and in the matter of the comprehension of the meanings of words, 
ordinary usage is the sole means of ascertaining it ; and in ordinary usage 
we never find a term w’ith the Plural or with the Singular ending applied to 
two things. — From all this it follows that in the cavse of there being two 
nooses, the Mantra should be used with the Singular or Plural forms — both 
duly modified (into the Dual form). 

Question : — “ How is it that at the Primary Sacrifice, where there is 
only one noose, the Mantra is used with the Plural form ? ” — [The answer is 
given in the next jS'dim]. — 

SUTRA (14). 

Ik the case of the Vedio text, we must use it as 

WE FIKD IT. 

■ Bhdsya. 

In the case of the Vedic text, all that is actually found there should 
be regarded as authoritative, and it should not be transgressed. If one 
were to transgress it and assume something else, he would not be doing things 
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aceordirig to til© FerZa ; nor would it be an ordinary worldly aet, --nor an 
..act m accordance with any propriety. 

It has been argued that ‘Vthe General Law lays down ‘diversity of 
expression ’ [i.e, option between the Pknal and Singular fozms] ’’.—But that 
is not so ; what is incompatible or imreasonable can never be enjoined ; 
as a matter of fact, the General Law does not countenance recomse to any 
such iimeasonable process. — Why ? ” — Because at the Primary Sacrifice 
there is only one ISToose, while the mantra with the Plural form also appears 
in the same Context; so that in this case the ‘diversity of expression’’ 
(i.e. the use of the Plural form in relation to one Noose) is what is directly 
indicated (by the Veda). [This cannot be the case with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice, which is apart from the Context]. — What does the term ‘ diversity 
of expression ’ really mean ? — It means tliat the verbal expression is not in 
strict accordance with what is meant to be expressed by it. In the case of 
the Primary Sacrifice the Plural form is used in relation to the one Noose, 
not for the purpose of bringing about a ‘ diversity of expression’, but for 
the purpose of doing exactly what it is capable of doing.— “ What is it 
capable of doing ? ” — The fact of the matter is that, having found the Plural 
form actually present in the Vedic text, when we prj)e©ed to seek for its 
meaning, we take it as used for the purpose of expressing that meaning which 
is actually found to be signified it. For instance, what is signified by the 
Mayitra is the connection between the substance Noose and the act of setting' 
free (‘loosening’) ; and the words of the mantra are quit© capable of con- 
veying this idea, irrespective of singularity or ‘plurality. — In the case 
of the Modificatory Sacrifice, on the other hand, what has got to be expressed 
is the ooniieetion of the act of ‘ setting free ’ with each of the two Nooses 
simultcmeously ; — the Plural form would be incompatible with the two 
nooses ; — nor is the Plural form used (in the Mantra) as expressing tivo- 
nooses ; — and what we are considering is the actual use of the wmrd- — which 
word should be used ? So that the actual using of the word (at the 
modificatory sacrifice) being dependent upon ourselves, why should w© 
use a wmrd (i.e. the Plural form) that is not expressive of the things in 
question, — ^wdiile a word (in the Dual form) expressive of them is actually 
available ? — In the Vedic text also, the Plural form is not found to be applied 
to two nooses; hence if the Mantra wdth the Plural form 'were used in 
connection with the tivo Nooses, it would be a Corrupt form, not the Fec^fc 
form. Nowbere, — in ordinary usage or in the Veda— is the Plural form 
found to be used for expressing Duality x and wben what is meant to be 
spoken of is Duality, the Plural form is never used to signify the two. For 
instance, when it is said that Dmadattayaffmdattahlxydm Icarta-vyam', 
the Duality is expressed by the two terms ' DevadattaC and ‘ YajnadaUa" 
themselves, and it is not meant to be expressed by the particular ending, — 
and yet it is the Dual form that is used, not the Plural form. 

From all this it follow^s that at the Modificatoi\y Sacrifice the Singular 
and the Plural forms should be modified (into the Dual form). 



Adhikabana (5) : In connection with the Agnisomiya- 
Anifnal-sacrifice’, the Mantras S'peaking of ‘ one’’ 
and of ‘ several ’ Nooses should he treated 
as optional alternatives. 

StlTEA (15). 

WhEBB thebe is ah anomaly, thebe should be option ; AS BOTH 

STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING ; AND IT IS ONLY THE SECONDABY 
FACTOB THAT MAY BE BEGABDED AS INCOMPATIBLE, 

AS IT IS ONLY ONE PAET OF IT. 

Bhdsya. 

T.liere is the Agmsomlya-Animal-sacHfice, declared in the text — ‘ On 
being initiated one sacrifices the animal dedicated to AgniSoma ’ ; — ^in 
connection with this, two mantras have been laid down— one speaking of 
■one Noose, and another speaking of several Nooses [vide preceding 
Adhikarana], 

In regard to these ms, there arises the question- — Should that 
which speaks of one Noose come into the performance and that speaking of 
several be taken out of the Context (and used elsewhere) ? Or should both 
come into the performance ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — ‘‘The one speaking of 
several nooses should be taken out. — Why ? — Because it is conducive to 
the loosening of several nooses, and there are not several nooses in the 
Context : hence not being able to be connected with anything in the Context, 
it has to be taken to some other performance where there may be several 
nooses. Just as in the case of the texts — (a) ‘ Yuvdm hi stliah svarpatl 
ill dvayoryajamcmayoh 2>ratipadam kurydt ’ [‘ You two are Masters of 
heaven — these words should be addressed to two Sacrificers and (h) Btd 
asrgramindavah iti hahuhhyo yajamdnehhyah pratipadam kurydt ’ [‘ Btd 
asrgranvindavah, — these words should be addressed to several Sacrificei's ’ ], — 
the latter is taken out of its Context and used elsewhere. — Similarly the 
words laid down as to be addressed to the offerings meant for Pusan, Saintr, 
Sarasvatl, Dyavd-Prthivl, and other deities are taken out of tlieir Context 
and used elsewhere (where the offering to the particular deity is made)* — 
Exactly in the same manner the mantra speaking of several nooses should 
be taken out of its Context and used elsewhere.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following : — When there 

is an anomaly . — “What The anomaly that at the Primary 

Sacrihee there is only one while the Mantra is one that speaks of 

several nooses. — Such being the anomaly, the question is — Should the mantra 
be taken out of the Context or not ?— The answer is that it should not be 
taken out. — “ But in connection with the Primary Sacrifice there is another 
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Maniray — Yes, along with that other Mantra, the mantra in question may 
be taken as an optional alternative. — “ Why ? ” — Because, since Noose, 
which is the object denoted by the basic Noun ‘ noose ’ {' pasha ') is present 
at the Primary Sacrifice, it is not right to take out (i.e. exclude) any mantra 
(speaking of the Noose). — “But the Mantra in question speaks oi several 
Nooses, wliile at the Primary Sacrifice, there is only one noose ; hence the 
Mantra cannot be used at it The answer to this is that, even though the 
Mantra speaks of several nooses, yet it does express the object (nooae) 
itself wliich is the substratum of the said plurality ; if it did not express that 
object, then the Mantra could not provide the notion of the plurality as 
qualified by the particular object, Noose. And if it does express that object, 
that suffices for our purpose ; as what is done with the mantra is the ‘ setting 
free ’ of that object (Noose), not oi plurality or of the genus ' Noose Hence 
all that is necessary is that that object should be expressed ; and as this 
is done by the basic noun itself, there is no reason for excluding (the 
mantra containing the term with the plural ending). — “ But there is the 
other Mantra which contains the required basic noun with the Singular 
ending, and this would do the signifying of the object ”. — -The answer to 
tliis is that the basic noun contained in this other mantra is not different 
from that contained in the mantra in question. So that, if it be held that 
the basic noun with the Singular ending is not excluded from the Context, 
then it follows that the basic noim with the Plural ending also should not 
be excluded ; as it is the same as the former. 

Says the Opponent — “The Plural Ending can have its use in the case 
of a performance where there would be several nooses ; and it is on this 
ground that it should be excluded (from the performance where there is 
only one noose) ; now when it is excluded, it carries with it also the basic 
noun, which is a part of the word pd$hdn\ ‘nooses’] [so that there is 
nothing left which could be treated as an optional alternative].” 

Answer — It is only the secondary factor that may he regarded as incom- 
patible, — ^not the principal factor ; and in a word the secondary factor is 
what is signihed by the case -ending, and the principal factor is what is 
signified by the basic noun ; as it is only a particular aspect of what is 
signified by the basic noun that is signified by the case -ending ; so that it 
is only when what is signified by the basic noun is there, that there can 
come in what is signified by the case-ending. As a matter of fact, in con- 
nection with the modificatory sacrifice, the basic noun is not there at alt 
[the mantra containing the word ‘ pdshdn ’ being used at it only by virtue 
of the General Law transferring to it the details of the Primary Sacrifice] ; 
— as for the Primary Sacrifice, even what is spoken of in an isolated passage 
comes into it, what to say, then, of what has been spoken of in connection 
with the Primary itself ? Hence it follows that what is signified by the 
case-ending can come in only where what is signified by the basic noun is 
there. 

Opponent — “ The basic noun does come in into the Modificatory Sacrifice 
also by virtue of the General Law, so that what is signified by that noun 
would also be there.” ‘ 
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True; but the General Law is a remote factor; hence that Law will 
not serve to exclude the Plural form. Hence it is the Basic noun which 
would drag away along with it the Plural Ending which is part of that noun. 
Nor is the Plural Ending absolutely meaningless in connection with the 
Primary Sacrifice ; as it serves the purpose of connecting with the perform- 
ance the genus ‘ Noose ’ through the act of being ‘ set free ’.—It is for this 
reason that it is the secondary factor of the Plural Ending that is to be 
regarded as incompatible, — not the principal factor of what is signified by 
the basic noun. 

“What is it that is incompatible ? ” 

Wliat is incompatible is this that Plurality^ which is clearly com- 
prehended, is regarded as not meant. This incompatibility may be assumed ; 
but it should never be assumed that at the Primary Sacrifice it is ‘incom- 
patible’ for the Basic Noun to signify what actually forms the denotation 
of that noun. In fact, in connection with the Modificatory Sacrifice, the 
secondary factor of the case-ending does not really signify Plurality at all, 
— ^because of want of proximity (which is an essential factor in every Verbal 
signification). 

From all this it follows that the Plural form also finds place at the 
Primary Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

Also because of the peculiar Context. 

Bhdsya. 

From the peculiar Context it is ascertained that the Basic Noun carries 
with itself the Plural Ending, and not that the Basic Noun itself is carried 
away by the Plural Ending. What is signified by the basic noun is present 
at the Primary Sacrifice of the Amisomlya-animal ; and what is signified 
by the Plural Ending is present at the Modificatory Sacrifice. For this 
reason also the Plural form of the noun finds place at the Primary Sacrifice. 

It has been argued (under Su. 15) that “ there should be exclusion, 
as in the case of the Sacrifice with two Sacrificers — This has got to be 
refuted [and this is done in the following Sutra]. 

SUTRA (17). 

[In the case cited] the AVOBBS cannot be used, because the THINa 

EXPRESSED IS NOT THERE AT ALL ; IN THE OTHER CASE (THE 
ONE IN QUESTION) HOWEVER IT IS ONLY THE SECONDARY 
FACTOR (WHICH IS ABSENT) . 

Bhdsya. 

In the case cited by the Purvapahsin, it is only right that the formula 
is taken out of the Context ; because in that case there is neither Dicality 
nor Plurality of Sacriftcer at the Primary Sacrifice; so that there would 
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be nothing to which the two formulaB would apply. In the case in question^ 
however, what is not there (at the Primary Sacrifice) is only the secondary 
factor of Plurality; while the Plural Ending serves another purpose of 
connecting with the act of ‘ setting free ’ ; and when one tiling serves vseveral 
purposes, there is notliing to prevent its being used for only one of those 
purposes. For instance, a burning stick serves the purpose of giving light 
and also of producing ashes, — and if, in any case, it is not used for giving light, 
that does not prevent its being used for obtaining ashes. — Thus there is no 
analogy between the case in question and that of the formulse cited by the 
Furmpaksin, 

StJTEA (18). 

Thebe is similab exclusion of the words addressed to ' DyIvI- 

PbthivI ’ ”, — ^IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra], 

BMsya. 

It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that the words addressed to 
JDyam-PrtMm and other deities are taken out of their Context ; and simi- 
larly there should be exclusion in the case in question. — This has got to 
be refuted [which we proceed to do in the next Sutra],-— 

SUTRA (19), 

Not so ; because (m the case in question) the originative 

WORD IS THEBE. 

BMsya. 

The case in question is not similar to that of the words addressed to 
the deities ; because the originative word of Dyma-Prthivl and the other 
deities named is not present in connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa 
Sacrifices ; while in the case in question, we have the originative word of 
the Noose. — Hence the case of the words addressed to the deities is not 
analogous to the case in question. 



Ai)mKARA'NA ( 6 ) : ■ In a case where the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
Sacrifices are performed by a person with two wims^ 
there should he no modification in the mantra 
. ^ Patnim sannahya^ etcl 

StTRA (20). 

At a saobifice which has ho peecedeht, there shoitld be ho 

MOBIFICATIOH ; AS IH THIS CASE HO ' TRAHSPERBNOE ’ IS 

POSSIBLE. 

BMsya, 

In connection with the DarsJm-Furnam^aa theve is the following text — 
‘ Proksamrdsddaya — Idhmam varhirupasddaya — Sruchah samrMhi — Patmm 
sannahya-^Ajyenodehi^ [‘ Get together the Prohsam water — Bring np the 
burning fuel — Clear up il\Q Smks — ^Dress up the wife — Come up with Clarified 
-Butter ’]. — The sentence ‘ Patnlm samiahya ’ (‘ Dress up the wife ’) is what 
is going to be considered. As .a matter of fact, the Sacrificer may have 
one or several wives ; and the term ‘ patnl ’ (' wife ’) has to be taken as used 
here in reference to ail eases of the performance (by a sacrificer with one 
wife as also by a saerifieer with several wives), — as has been already decided 
in the Pdshddhiharana (preceding Adhiharana ). — The question however that 
arises is — ^In a performance where the saerifieer has two or more wives, has 
the word * patnlm ’ to be modified, or not ? 

The Purvapahsa view on this question is that inasmuch as mantras 
are meant to serve the purpose of speaking of things as they exist, the word 
“Should be modified (into the Dual or the Plural form) 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — At a sacrifice which 
has no precedent , — ^i.e. at a sacrifice which has no other sacrifice for its 
original Archetype, — ^the word should be used in its unmodified form. — Why ? 
— The term ^ patnl^ ending in the long ‘ i ’ is denotative of the wife only ; 
hence at a performance where there are two or more wives, when the term 
‘ wife * is uttered, the Dual or the Plural Ending comes in by mere implica- 
tion, for the purpose of connecting the persons with the ‘ dressing up ’ ; on 
the strength of the actual words of the scriptural declaration however, the 
word is actually used with the Singular Ending. As a matter of fact, it is 
not Duality or Plurality that is meant to be spoken of ; because the term 
* wife ’ is used only as an indicative (of the sacrificer's associate). — ISTor is 
there any ‘ transference ’ of the mantra from the Sacrifice with one wife 
to the sacrifice with two wives ; the fact of the matter is that the number 
(singular) is used at the latter in the same manner it is used at the former. 
— Hence the term ‘ wife ’ should be used without any modification. 
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Even if singularity were meant to be emphasised (in the sentence 
* Dress up the wife ^)^ — the Singular number would be used at the per- 
formance with two wives, as referring to each of the two wives, by reason 
of there being no understanding between them (as to wliieh one should be 
‘ dressed up ’) ; — and the same explanation would be applicable to the per- 
formance with several wives also. Hence we conclude that the word should 
be used without modification. 



Adhikaeana (7) : At the perfortnance of the Modificatory 
Sacrifice, with two wives, there should be no modifica- 
tion in the Mantra ‘ Patnim sannahya 

SOTRA (21). 

So ALSO AT THE MODIFICATOEY SaCEIFIOE, BEOAESE OE THE 
DECLABATIOE TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

Nov 7 we proceed to consider the case of the term ‘ wife ’ as used at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice.— The question is — Should the term be modified 
at the performance with two wives — or not ? 

The Ptirvapahsa view is that — “ \¥lien the term ‘ wife ’ is expressive 
of two or several wives, it must take the Dual or the Plural Ending ; at the 
Primary Sacrifice however, these endings are preclixded by the injunction 
of the Mantra (where we have the Singular Ending) ; in connection with 
the Modificatory Sacrifice however, there is no such injunction [and the 
mantra comes in only in view of the General Law] ; and hence the term 
can take the Dual or the Plixral Ending.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the Modificatory 
Sacrifice also — the word should be used in its immodified form. — “Why ? 
— Because of the declaration to thai effect; — i.e. the declaration that ‘what 
is done at the Primary Sacrifice should be done at the Modificatory 
Sacrifice’. So that, if at the Primary Sacrifice, the Singularity (of the wife) 
is not meant to be emphasised, then at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the 
Singularity or Duality or Plurality may be not meant to be emphasised ; 
hence there should be no modification of the word. — Or, even if the 
singularity be taken as meant to be emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice, — 
the same would not be incompatible at a performance with several wives 
also. So that thus also the conclusion is that there should be no modification 
of the word. 



Adhikabana (8): The performance of the ' Savaniya- 
Aimnal-sacrifices ’ being similar to that of the 
‘ Agnisomiya- Animal-sacrifice ’ , there should 
he no modification of the Mantra 
‘ Prdsmai agnim, etc.^ 

S0TRA (22). 

Ik connection 'with the ‘ Sa’vaniya ’ animals the ‘ Adhbigit- 

MANTEA ’ SHOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE FOREGOING,— WHEN THE 
PROCEDURE ADOPTED AT THEM IS SIMILAR (TO THAT 
' OP THE Primary). 

Bhdsya. 


In connection with the Smna-sacrifice, is the Agmsomlya ■Animal- 
sacrifice, spoken of m the text— ‘ On being initiated, one sacrifices the 
anmal dedicated to Agni-Sorm' ■,—a.t this a mantra is addressed to the 
hr%gu (the man who kiUs the animq,!), wHch is called the ‘ Adhrigu- 

; this nmrara contains the words ‘ Prasma agnim bharatastrma 
mrmh, etc. etc. ‘ ' 


_ _ In some cases the procedure adopted at the ‘ Savamy a- Animal-sacrifices ’ 

m similar to that adopted at the ‘ Agnisomlya- Animal-sacrifices ' ; in regard 
to such cases the following question is to be considered— In the Adhrigu- 
mantra, are the words ‘ Prasmai, etc. ’ to be modified, or not ? 

TT^ ^ question a ‘ transference ’ is suggested— m Adhrigti. 
ntra OwvM, he treated like the foregoing; that is, the view that was the 
in the foregomg Adhikarana dealing with the term ‘ patnV 
the^qw/A- r P^'esent ; and the view that was 

^w1s^w?L Sidcmntahere;-tMt is, the Purvapksa 

TZm S no ’■ Siddhanta is that theto 

patible with the one ammal of the Agnisomiya, should, according to the 

plural form, in the case of the 

ihlTT W r T according to the Siddhantn, 

there should be no modification.] 

• ““'liliMio.. OJ Ih, 



Adhikarana (9) : In a case where ‘ Nwdra ’ is used as a 
substitute for ‘ Vrlhi\ the term ‘‘vrlhi’’ occurring 
in the Mantra should not he 
modified. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case of a substitute, thebe should be no 

MODIFICATION. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill the event of the enjoined substance being spoilt, its snbstitnte should 
be used (to complete the performance), as has been explained under Suti'a 
6. 3. 1 5 ; — -and this substitute should be similar to the original substance, as 
explained \md&: 8utra 6. 3. 27. — Thus it is that, when the (prescribed) 
Vnhi-grains become spoilt, Nwdra-grains are used as their substitute. Now, 
in connection with the Vrihi, the following mantra has been laid down — 
‘ Syonamte sadanam hrnomi mlhlndm msdha simiayiasyamanah \ 

In regard to this, there arises the cpestion — In the case mentioned, 
when Nwdra is used as the substitute, should the term ‘ vrlhi ’ occurring 
in the Mantra (' vrlhlndm mMha, etc. ’) be modified (into ‘ nlvdra\ 'nivdrd- 
ndm mMha, etc. ’) ? — Or should it be used without modification ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — If the term 
‘ vrihi ’ were used in its unmodified form, it could not indicate the Nwdra 
which is being used; hence for the pmpose of indicating the Nwdra, it 
becomes necessary to use the term ‘ nlvdra Hence it follows that a 
modification should be made.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of a 
substitute, there should he no modification ; the words ‘ pratinidhau cha ’ is 
to be construed along with the words ‘ uho na kariavyah ’ ( ‘ no modification 
should be made’). — ‘‘What would be the result of this?” — ^The result 
would be that there would be no modification and the scxuptural text would 
be preserved. — From this we conclude that there should be no 
modification. 

SUTRA (24), 

[Obfectionl — ''Thebe cotob be noh-mobificatiok only thebe 

WEBE NO MENTION (OE ' VBiHI AND IE THE OTHEB STTB- 
STANCE WEBE, . NOT THEBE,” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not right that there shoxild be no modification. There could 
be non-modification (of the mantra) only {a) if the term ‘ vrlhi ’ were not 
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contained in. the mantra, and (6) if the other substance tvere not there ; i.e, 
if the substa.nce used were not Nlvdra. — ^As a matter of fact, however, both 
these conditions are absent. Hence for the purpose of securing the indica- 
tion of the thing actually used, the term ‘ nlvdra ’ should be used in 
modification (of the term ‘ vrlhi 

SUTRA (25). 

[Answer} — Ik reality, by reasok oe the Nivara serving the same 

PURPOSE AS THE VrIHI, IT MAY BE SPOKEN OF BY THE SAME 
NAME ; SPECIALLY AS THE EmBELLTS.HMENTS ARE 
EQITALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH. 

’ Bhdsya. 

The term ' vd’ {'in reality ’) sets aside the above view. 

It is not right that tliere should be modification ; in fact, the mantra 
should be used without any modification. — “ Why ? ” — By reason of the 
Nlvdra serving the same purpose as the Vrlhi ; as a matter of fact, the 
A^tmm-grains are used for the same purpose as the Vrihi-grains, Fiuther, 
the Besprinkling and other Embellisliments that are done to the Vrlhi- 
grains are done to these as marked by certain characteristics ; — some of 
these characteristics are present, in the Nlvd/ra-grains also ; so that it is in 
connection with these characteristics that the Besprinkling and other 
Embellishments are performed (to the Nlvdra), And just as the term 
‘ vrlhi \ apart from the embellishments, is applicable to the grains as qualifi^ed 
by vrlhi, so is it applicable also to the Nlvdra-grains in question. — From 
this it follows that the Mantra should be used without modification, 

SUTRA (26). 

Further, the truth of the matter has been already 

EXPLAINED. 

Bhdsya, 

Question — “How do you know that the characteristics of tlie Vrlhi 
are present in the Nlvdra ? ” 

Answer — The truth oj the matter has been already explained ; i.e. in 
Adhydya VI, under Sii. 6. 3. 27, it has been explained how the character of 
Vrlhi is present in Nivara,— Wvom this also it follows that there sliould be 
no modification. 


Adhikarana (10) : At the Sacrifice where there are two 
anirtuds, there should -he no modification in the 
Mantras Suryahchakmrgamayatdt, etc. etc ' 

SUTRA (27). 

In the case oe related things, inasmuch as there is no eixbd 
LIMIT [there should BE NO MODIFIOATION]. 

Bhdsya. 

. In connection with Adhrigu-M antra, there are certain ‘ related things % 
such as the ‘Eye’, the ‘ Life -breath ’ and so forth, — spoken of in the 
sentence — * Sttryandiahmrgaynayatdt — vdtam prdnamanvavasrjatdt ’ [’ May 

the Eye go to the Sun ; may the Life-breath become absorbed in the Air 
The question is, should these words be modified in the case of sacrifices 
with two or more animals, — or not ? 

The Puwapahsa starts with a preliminary objection : — “ The very fact 
that the words as they stand are incompatible (even at the oyie-animal 
sacrifice),— inasmuch as the two Eyes of the one animal are spoken of by 
means of a word in the singular form (‘ Eye ’) — shows that there should be 
no modification at sacrifices with two or more animals. [So that thei’e 
can be no cause for raising the question that has been raised] \ 

“ The answer to this preliminary objection (says the Purvapaksin) is as 
follows — ^The ‘going to the Sun’ which is spoken of in the Adhrigu-Mantra 
is not that of the two physical Eye-balls ; because as a matter of fact the two 
Eye-balls never go to the Sun ; it is the TAght (of the Eyes) that is spoken 
of as so going to the Sun; and this Light is only one ; hence the mantra is 
not, in its very nature, ‘ incompatible On the other hand, in the ease 
of the performance of the Modificatory Sacrifices with two or more animals 
— wMch have been enjoined in such texts as ‘ Maiiram svetamdlahheta, 
vdrunam krsnam, apdhchausadhmdm sandhdvannahdynah ’ — as these are 
different animals, it means that the Light (which constitutes the visual 
organ. Eye) also is diverse, — from which it would seem that there should 
be modification in tliis latter case (of the singular form into the Plural). — 
* In the case of the single animal also, as there are two distinct Bye -balls, 
the Light of the two Eyes is distinct.’ — ^Not so, we reply ; what is meant 
by the sentence ‘ May the Eye go to the Sun ’ is the animars Light (which 
constitutes its Visual Organ as a whole), and not the distinct Eye-balls ; 
while in the case of several animals, there is a diversity of tliis Light (con- 
stituting the visual organ of the several animals) : and hence there should 
be modification in this latter case.” 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Slddhdnta: — In the case of 
related things, inasmuch as there is no fixed limit [there should be no 
modificationl ; — that is, in the case of related things, even though there is 
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diversity of animals, yet the Light constituting this visual organ is only a 
corigiomeration (or aggregate or mass) of all their light-rays ; Just as in the- 
case of water or oil or clarified butter, there are endless diverse drops in diverse- 
places, yet when they come together in one place, they form a single mass ; 
even the same manner, the Light -rays also (though diverse in the visual 
organs of the different animals, come to form a single mass when they come 
together) ; so that the singular form (of the term ‘ eye ’) being quite expressive 
of (and applicable to) this inass, there should be no modification. 

SUTRA (28). 

Also because we find m indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

There is an indicative text also, in support of the view that there is no 
modification in the case of ‘ related things ’ — ‘ Na maia vardhate^ na rimjjd, 
na ndbhih, prdnohi sah ’ [‘ There is no augmentation of the Mother, the 
Marrow, and the Navel, as all this is the Lif e -breath ’] ; here the non- 
modification of the TAfe-hreath is taken as a well-established fact and cited 
as a reason (for the non -augmentation of the Mother, etc.). — ^From this it 
follows that there is no modification in the case of ‘ related things % 



Adhikarana (11): At the Sacrifice imth two animals, in 
the ’’ Adhrigu- Mantra ’’ the term ^ ekadhd' should 
he repeated. 

SUTRA (29). 

The term ‘ Ekadh.1 ’ should be pronounced repeatedly ; because 

OF THE PRESENCE OF ’ONE’ (‘ EkA ’). 

Ehdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti stoma sacrifice, there is the Agnlsomlya- 
Animal-sacrifice, spoken of in the text ' Being initiated, one sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Somu ’ ; at this latter the Adhrigu-AIantra is 
recited, wherein we read — ' Skadkd 'sya tvachamdchchhydtdt ^ [‘Cut out its 
skin once ’]* 

When this mantra comes to be used at the Modihoatory Sacrifice with 
tivo animals, there arises the question — Should it be repeated ? Or should 
it be used as it stands, without any modification ? 

The only answer possible is that the teimi " elcadhd^ (‘in one way’) 
should be repeated. — “ "Why ? ” — -Because of the presence of ‘ eka'^ (‘ one^). 
What the words in question mean is that ‘ when one is cutting out the skin, 
he should adopt one style ’ ; when, therefore, the skin of two or more 
animals is being cut out, it is not possible to adopt absolutely the 
same style in comiection with ail ; the skin is cut out of the animals by 
turns, hence in cutting out the skin of one they would adopt one style ; 
and hence if the words were used as they stand, they could not apply to all 
the animals. Hence it follows that it should be repeated [and to that 
extent the Mantra should be modified]. 

SUTRA (30). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA view]— ‘ In FACT, THERE SHOULD BE NO MODIFICA- 
TION; JUST AS IN THE CASE OF ONE OPERATION PERFORMED 
OVER SEVERAL THINt4S,'' 

Bhdsya, 

The jberm ‘ vd ’ ( ‘ in fact ’ ) indicates the setting up of a different view. 

“It is not right tliat the word should be repeated ; in fact, it should be 
used as it stands, without any modification. — Why ? — Because what the 
word means is ‘ unification ’ ; the meaning of the sentence being ‘ make 
the skins of these animals into one ’- — The question is — ^what does this 
‘ making one ’ mean ? Does it mean that the skins of all should be cut 
out at 07 ie and the sayne time ? Or ai one and the same place ? — ^The answer 
11 
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to this is that — it is just as in the case of one operation performed over several 
things ; i.e, just as several animals perform their actions at one and the same 
time ; for instance, when one makes several cows drink water at one and 
the same time ; — in the same manner in the case in question what is meant 
to be said is to ‘ bring about unification of the skin ’ ; and there can be 
unification only when there are several skins concerned, not when there irs 
a single skin. Hence it follows that when there are several skins, -v^diat 
the term ‘ Ekadhd ’ means is ' unification ’ [and hence being quite applicable, 
it need not be modified].” 

StJTEA (31). 

[Furvapaksa answered] — In reality, what ‘ Ekadha ’ signifies is 
‘ ONCE ' ; as there is only one skin (at the Primary 
Sacrifice), THE idea of ‘at one time ’ goitld not 

BE meant; INASMUCH AS THE MODIFICATORY 

Sacrifices have the said Sacrifice for their 
original, the TERM COULD APPLY ONLY IF IT 
WERE AUGMENTED BY REPETITION. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that there should be no modification ; in fact, the word 
{^Ekadhd ’) has to be repeated. — If the term stands for an act done at one 
time, then the words come to express the combination of skins ; and this could 
not foe really meant in connection with the Primary Sacrifice, at which 
there is only one skin [and hence a ‘ combination of skins ’ would be 
impossible]. — Hence, inasmuch as the subsequent Modificatory Sacrifices with 
several animals have the said Primary Sacrifice for their original, — ^there 
being an increase in the number of animals, what is meant should be asserted 
by means of repetition. 


Abhikabana (12): At the Two-anifml-sacrifice ^ and 
other Modificatory Animal-sacrifices j the term 
^ Medhapati ^ should he ^nodified . accord- 
ing to the names of deities. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PtTEVAPAKSA, (A)] — ^'‘Because the chaeacter of AIEdhapati 
(Master of Sacrifice) subsists in the Master and 
THE Deities, — because it is so used everywhere, 

— ^AND BECAUSE (FOE THESE REASONS) THE MANTRA 
IS INCOMPATIBLE (AT THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE 
ALSO), — THERE SHOULD BE NO MODIFICA- 
. TION IN.ANY^ CASE.” 

Bhdsya. 

At the Agmsomrya<mmicd-sacrlfice performed in connection with the 
J yotistoma, the Adhrigu-mantra is addressed to the ' Killers ’ [' Daivydh 
shamitdra uta cha manmydh drahhadhvam upanayata jnMhyddurah dshdsdnd 
niMhapatihhyd^n medhah % which means— ‘ O Killers, divine as well as 
taman,. start the work, bring np the weapons necessary for the sacrifice, 
hoping thereby to accomplish the sacrifice of the two Medhapatis In 
the text of this mantra, some rescensionai texts read the word ‘ nzedha- 
pata/ye ’ in the singular form, while others read it as * mMhapatihhydm ’ 
in the Dual form. [The explanation of the mantra is according to Mddhdva ; 
according to what the Bhdsya saj^s under Su. 34 below, the meaning appears 
to be Bring up the chest out of the body of the sacrificial animal.’] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^In the case of those animal- 
sacrifices where two or more animals are sacrificed, — {a) should the word, 
in one form or the other, be used as it stands, without any modification ? 
or (b) Should it be modified in accordance with the number of the Master 
of the sacrifice ? or (c) in accordance with the number of Deities 
concerned ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — “ a matter of 
fact, the character of ^ medhapatP belongs to the Master as well as the Deity; 
because the animal has been offered— i.e. dedicated — to the two deities 
[so it belongs to the Deities] ; and it belongs also to the Master, who also is 
■ niMhapati — in the sense that it is going to accomplish his purpose ; — 
and it is also going to be given away (offered) to the two deities so that 
the ‘ mastery ’ over the MMha (the animal) subsists in all these tliree (the 
Master of the sacrifice and the two deities, Agni and Soma). — ^The word 
* path ’ also is used in the sense of ‘ mastery ’ everywhere, from the Himalaya 
down to Gape Comorin. — Thus at the Primary Sacrifice, the singular 
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form C ’) as well asthe Dual form (‘ mMhapatihhyam '') me used 

ill the sense of these three (and to this extent it is ‘ incompatible ’); hence, 
just as at the Primary Sacrifice, the word is not taken as denoting either' 
singularity or ditality, but is taken as merely denoting the relationship (between 
" medha ’ and ryati -similarly the same forms should be used at all the 
modificatory sacrifices (irrespectively of the number of Deities). Hence 
there should be no modification of the word.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[PiJBVAPAKSA (B)]-— ''Ob, the Dual eobm may be taken as applying 

ONLY IN cases WHEBE AN ENTITY OTHEB THAN THE MaSTEB 
IS MEANT TO BE INCLUDED ; HENCE THE WOBD SHOULD 
BE USED IN ACCOBDANGE WITH THE NUMBEB (OE 
ENTITIES AND MASTEBS CONCEBNED).’’ 

BMsya. 

'' Or, it is not as has been asserted above, — that the Singular form as 
well as the Dual form is used at the Primary Sacrifice ; what really happens 
is that for persons whose Vedic text reads the word in the Singular form, 
it would apply to the Master alone, and for those whose Vedic text reads 
it in the Dual form, it would apply to the two deities. Consequently, at 
the Modificatory Sacrifices, where there are several deities, the Dual form 
shall be used in its modified form (i.e. in the Plural form), and in connection 
with the Masters, the Singular form would be used in its modified form ;, 
in this way the word would be used in accordance with the number of 
deities and masters; [so that, where there are several Deities and several 
Masters, we should have the plural forms, ' mMhapatihhyah — mM>hapatibhyak\ 
the former referring to the Deities and the latter to the Sacrificersy^ 

SUTRA (34). 

[PuBVAPAKSA (0)]—" Ob, it should be taken AS STANDING FOB THE 
Master only; as thebe is a single term and if it stood ■ - 
FOB THE Deity, thebe would be withdrawal ;■ — as for 
THE Dual form, that would be applicable 
to the wife (of the Master along 
WITH THE Master himself). 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ or ’ sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the word ‘ rmdhapati ’ should be taken as standing 
for both the Master and the Deity ; because the word ‘ mMhapati ’ is a single 
term ; and simply because it is found in its dual form, and also in the singular 
form, it cannot become denotative of the Master as well as the Deities. — 
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Question— It' is true ■ that -there .'"is .one word niMhapati, but .another, 
also is understood ; how’ then is it said that It cannot denote both the 
’Master and the Deity ? ’ — Answer — "When the word stands for the Master, 
then the words are to be construed as ^ medhapaiaye yo mMkah tarn niedhyd- 
diirah upanayata'. [‘ Bring up the chest out of the animal belonging to 
the MMhapatif i.e. the Master’]; w^hiie when it stands for the deity, the 
construction would have to be — ‘ medhapataye upanayafa medhyddurah ’ 
r Bring Tip the chest of the sacrificial animal for the sake of the MM.hapat I, 
i.e. the Deity] ;■ — the word, being uttered once only, cannot be connected 
with the two different words (in the two different constructions shown 
above) ; in fact, such a dual construction would involve a sjmtactical split. 
From all this we conclude' that the term ‘‘mMhapati^ stands for the Master 
only,— Question — ‘ Why cannot it be assumed to stand for the Deity ? ’ 
—A7isimT — it %vere so assumed, then the mmitra with the singular form 
would have to be transferred to the sacrifice at wliich there is a single deity ; 
and this would go against the Context. On the other hand, if the word 
'medhapati^ is taken as standing for the Master, there would be no 
transfening of the mantra with the Dual form ; as at that same sacrifice 
(where there is a single Master), ifc would apply to the Master and his wife. 
Thus for the sake of preserving the Context, the word should be taken as 
standing for the Master ; and hence it should be modified in accordance with 
the number of the Master.” 

SUTRA (35). 

[SiDDHANTA]' — In eeality, the wobb shoxjlb be taken as standing 
FOR THE Deity ; as it is fob the Deity that the thing is 

SOUGHT fob ; as THE SUBSTANCE ALBBABY BELONGS , 

TO THE Master, any seeking for it on his 

BEHALF WOULB BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ( ‘ in reality ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

The term ‘ mMhapati ’ does not denote the Master ; it must be taken 
as standing for the Deity. — ‘'Why?” — 'Because it is for the Deity that the 
thing is sought for; when the wovds—^ dshdsand mMhapafaye mM.ham " — 
are pronounced, it means that the ofiering -material is sought for for the 
sake of the two deities, the meaning being — ‘ seeking for the mMlia for the 
two MMhapatis, please bring it up for them’. Any such request with 
reference to the Master would be meaningless and should not be done ; 
because the MMha. already belongs to the Master ; why then should it be 
sought for for him ? NTor can there be any use in establishing a perpetual 
connection between the Master and the MMJia; because, if the offering- 
material remained with the Master for all time, there would be no sacrifice 
at all. — From all this it follows that the term ‘ MMhapati ’ denotes the 
deities. 
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SUTHA (36). 

By ebasok of its hating bebn gwen. away, the Mastee’s ownership 

OVER THE SUBSTANCE GOULD ONLY BE FIGURATIVE 

(secondary). 

Blidsya, 

The substance having been given away, with the formula ’this is 
no longer mine % if one keeps it any longer, he keeps it only as belonging to 
some one else, with the vie-w that it would become connected with the 
Deity. — “What is the connection between the substance and the Deity ? 
— It is this that it is in favour of the deity that the ownership o\-'er it has 
been surrendered ; and this surrendering has been done before the sacrifice 
(is completed). Thus then on accoimt of the sacrifice having been per- 
formed, the substance remains with the Master as sometliing belonging to 
another person, and not as his own, after he has given it away. That alone 
is one’s ‘ own’ in regard to which one’s own self is the predominant factor, 
and not that in regard to w^hich one occupies only a subordinate -position ; 
in regard to such a thing as this latter, one’s ownership ('mastership’) is 
only figurative (secondary). So that in the case in question direct ownership 
— over the ' medha \ — hence the character of ‘ medhapati — belongs to the 
two deities; the ownership of the Master being only figurative (and indirect). 

StJTRA (37). 

^ [Objection] — “ The mantra with the singular form would, in that 

CASE, HAVE TO BE EXCLUDED (TRANSFERRED) ; AS IT WOULD 
BE INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE TWO DEITIES.” 

Bhdsya. 

This argument has been urged above (under Purvapaksa (C), in 
34) ; and it has got to be refuted. [This is done in the following Sutra]. 

SUTRA (38). 

But the singular . form ms applicable ; because it 

CHARACTERISES IT. 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the said argument is as follows : — The term ‘ imdhapati " 
stands for the group consisting of the two deities Agni and Soma; and 
as such the singular form is quite applicable to the Deities thus grouped ; 
the meaning of the words of the mantra used at the performance being — 
‘Bring up the Medha for this one group \ Thus the singular form of the 
term ' mMhapati\ standing as it does for the Group, need not be transferred. 
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SpTBA (39). 

Because ' Deity ’ is a relative -teem,, thebbfobe it should form 

AH OFTIOH ALOHG WITH THAT. 

Bhdsya, 

This is another answer to the said objection — The entity known as 
‘ deity ’ is something relative; that is, when one is said to be a ' deity % it 
means that two entities (an offering and a recipient of the offering) are 
related ; — in some cases there is a single entity ; but in eases where a substance 
has been offered to two entities, both of these become the Meity % — the two 
entities having become one ; and thus the singular form also fits in into the 
Context, and may be treated as an optional alternative to the previous 
(dual) .form. 

StJTEA (40). 

, . EvEH if 1.HERE is' A ' SINGLE 'DeITY, ,THE'' aUALITY. 

DOES HOT UEASE. ; ^ : V . 

Bhdsya, 

This is a bold assertion [Vide end of Bhdsya or Su. 43], We grant that 
there is Shigularity in the case of two deities ; even so, the singular form 
would fit in V'ith the Context. What is signified by the basic noun (' mMha- 
paW) is actually present in the case; as for the singular number, that is 
meant only for connecting it with the * bringing up ’ ; or we may even 
regard the singularity as not meant to be significant. For these reasons 
the singular form need not be transferred from the Context. 

It might be argued that — “What the case-ending in ' medhapataye ' 
signifies is the connection of that which is qualified by singleness — But 
even so, our view would be all the more reasonable ; because everything in 
the world is connected with singleness — “ But what we mean is that the 
ending brings about the connection and also denotes singleness — Even 
this makes no difference ; for, inasmuch as no significance attaches to this 
singleness:, the word would not be incompatible with the Context, — “ But 
even when no significance attaches to the singleness, the singular ease- 
ending is used only in reference to what is connected with singleness, not 
to anything else — In that case the singleness that subsists in the term 
‘ niMhapjati ’ might be taken as actually belonging to it and, as such, re- 
ferred to b}" the word in cpiestion. — So that this also does not affect our 
position. 



Adi-iikak.ana (13)': At the Animal-sacrifice idiere there 
are several deities^ the Singular form ^'medha'jmtaye ^ 
should he treated as an optional alternative, 

SUTRA (41). 

[Puevapaksa]— ' At the Sacrifice to several deities, there 

MUST BE MODIFICATION.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is an animal-sacrifice at which there are several deities, spoken 
of in the following text — ^ 8a etan pashwiddityebhyah hmndya dlahhate ’ 
['One should sacrifice these animals to the Adityas, for the fulfilment of 
his desire ’] ; again, ' Yaishmdevam dhumra^ncdahMki ’ f One should sacrifice 
the dusky animal to the VishvMem^ ’]. — ^The Primary Original of these 
sacrifices is the Agnlsoniiya-anitnaksacrifice ; at this latter, in the jLdhrigti- 
Mantra, the term ‘ medhapati ’ occurs in the singular and the plural 
forms ; and mider the General Law, this term is taken as to be used at the 
aforesaid modificatory sacrifices to the several deities. . 

In regard to tiiis, there arises the following question — Should the Dual 
form of the word be modified, and the Singular form omitted ? — Or should 
both of these be used as optional alternatives ? 

On this question, thB Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “Inasmuch as 
the Dual form expresses what forms part of the sacrifice, it should be used, 
but in the modified form ; as for the singular form, it is incapable of 
expressing any such thing, and for that reason it has to be omitted ; — such 
is the rule. — Under this principle the Dual form would come 
to be used in its unmodified form, at the Primary Sacrifice ; because the 
dwaZ%isnot meant to be signified there ’.—Answw — In this case the Duality 
does not specify anything ; but that does not mean that it does not express 
what is contained in the sacrifice ; — and what is expressed cannot be useless ; 
so that the visible purpose that it serves is that it brings up the thing 
numbered (i.e. the animal) for the purpose of connecting it with anotlier 
number; thus it is that there is modification into the Plural form.” 

SOTRA (42). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, thebe shoI'LD be option, —as in the 
CASE OF the ObICINAL PBniABY. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been said that the Dual form should be modified ; — this %ve 
accept; but we do not accept the view that the Singular form should be 
omitted ; as a matter of fact, as at the Primary original sacrifice, so here 
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also, the Singular form can be treated as an Optional Alternative to the 
Dual form. — ^It has been already explained that at the Primary Sacrifice, 
the singular form is Used on the understanding that the deities (Arpii and 
Soma)^ ioTm one group , — ^or on the ground that deities are ‘relative’ 
entities ; similarly in the case in question also, the singular form may come 
in as an Optional Alternative, either on the understanding that the severed 
deities fonn one group, or on the ground that deities are ‘ relative ’ entities. 



Adhikarana ( 14 ): At the ' EkddasMm" Sacrifice, the 
singtdar form of the term ^ medhapati ’ should he 
modified, 

SUTRA (43). 

InT A^()THER case, there should be modification, because the 
Deities are distinct and self-contained. 


Bhdsya, 



There is the Ehddashim (where eleven animals are sacrificed to several 
deities) — spoken of in the following text — ‘ Pmisdgneyena vcipayati, mitJmnam 
sdrasmtyd karotl, retah saumyena dadhati, prajanayatl pausnena, etc, etc, ’ — 
At the Primary Original of this sacrifice (i.e. the Agnlsomiya), there is the 
Adhrifjii-mantra, wlierein the term ^ mMha 2 ^atir occurs in the Singular and 
the Dual forms ; — under the General r^aw, this same mantra comes to be 
used at the Ekddashini, 

In regard to this the following question is to be considered — Must the 
Dual form be modified, and as for the Singular form, should it be used in its 
unmodified form ? Or should it be omitted ? 

The Ptirmpaksa view is that — “ There should be option as at the Primary 


Original sacrifice ” (as declared under Sn. 42, above).” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the Ekddashini, 
there should be rnopfication, not option ; hence the singular form should 
be omitted. — “ Whj?- ? ” — Because the deities are distinct ; i.e. in this ease 
the deities are distinct, — one deity appertaining to one animal, and another 
to another animal ; so that in this case the deities cannot be treated 
as one ‘ group ’ ; — and such being the case, they cannot be treated as 
‘ relative entities ’ either. At the Primary Sacrifice, both these conditions 
are present [Agni and Soma conjointly forming the deity of a single animal) ; 
whereby the singular form finds room. In the case in question, both 
th€^se conditions are absent, hence there can be no room for the Singular 
form. ■ ■ 

As for the assertion that — ‘ Even if there is a single deity, the quality 
does not cease ’ (Sutra 40), — this is only a bold assertion made after 
accepting (for the sake of argument) the view of the Opponent, and it is 
not the view of the Siddhrmtinhxrmeli \ hence that does not affect our position. 


End of Pdda in of Adhydya IX. 


ADHYAYA IX. 

PADA IV. 

AphikaeaNxI (1) : In such mmitras as SadvimshafA- 
rasya vanhrayah the 'modification should he done 
by summation, 

SUTRA (1). 

[PuRVAPAKSA (A) — contmued] — “ At the animal-sacrifices, the term 

' SaDVIMSHATIH ’ SHOULD BE REPEATED ; (a) BECAUSE THEY 

HAVE THE ‘ AgNISOMIYA-ANIMAL-SACRIFICE ’ FOR THEIR 
ORIGINAL ; — (b) AND BECAUSE THE QUALIFICATION HAS 
BEEN SEPARATED. IF THERE WERE NO MODIFICA- 
TION, THE CONNECTION OF THE RiBS WOULD 
BE ONLY PARTIAL. ThE MODIFICATION 
COULD NOT BE IN THE FORM OF 
SUMMATION, BECAUSE THERE 
IS NO CONNECTION WITH 
ALL (the ribs).” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, the At -animal -sacrifice is 
performed — as mentioned in the text—^ On being initiated, one sacrifices 
the animal dedicated to Agnl-Soma ’ ; — ^in course of the Adhrigu- Mantra 
recited at it, there occur the followang words — ‘ Sadvimahatirasya vanhrayah ’ 
He has twenty -six ribs -By \drtue of the General Law, these words 
come to be used at those animal-sacrihces also where tw^o or more animals 
are sacrificed. 

)Such sacrifices being those laid down in such texts as — ' Maitrmn shveta- 
maJabhaie, vdrunam krsna?)iapdnchausadhindncha sandhdvannakdmah ’ in 
regard to such sacrifices, there arises the following question — Should the 
term ' Sadvimshati" (‘twenty-six’) be repeated (as many times as there 
may be the number of the animals) ? Or should it be used as it stands, 
without any modification — Or should there be modification of the case- 
ending denoting number ? Should the word be repeated ? — or the words 
used should be determined by summation T 

On this question, the Purvdpctksa view is as follows : — “ The term 
‘ Sadvimsha ’ (‘ twenty-six’) should be repeated in the case of those animal- 
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■sacrifices where there are ’two or more animals. .In CGiinection. with , the 
Primary sacrifice, the ribs of one animal have been spoken of ■ as ‘ twenty- 
six ’ ; — in the case in question, that qualification has been separated ; i.e. 
each of the several animals has got twenty -six ribs ; under the circumstances, 
if the term 'twenty-six’ were used in its unmodified form, all the ribs 
present would not be spoken of. If, on the other hand, all the ribs present 
were summed up, and the corresponding numeral used (i.e. the term ‘ fifty- 
two’ in the case of two animals), then, the original term (of the Mantra) 
would become omitted ; and this would militate against the scriptural text. 
— Fiuther, all the ribs present are not connected with the ‘ sacrificial animal ’ ; 
as they are connected with the ‘ animal -pair and no ‘ animal-pair ’ is the 
'sacrificial animal’, — ‘ As a matter of fact, what has got to 
be connected with the H65 is that which is employed in place of the 
sacrificial aniniaf for the purpose for which this latter is employed ; — the 
expression used (in the original Mantra) in this connection has been in 
accordance with this ; — at the iw-ammal^-sacrifice if the expression used 
were such as connected the two anirmih with all the ribs^ then alone the 
connection would be established between each single animal and ttventy, 
six rihs \ — ^The answer to this is as follows It is not so ; at the Primary 
sacrifice the connection of the Vtwenty-six ’ with the animal is ; while 

in the case in question, if a connection were made with any other number, 
such connection would be only with an imperceptible number of limbs, and 
hence it would be only inferential (indirect) ; nor would the connection 
denoted necessarily be between ‘ twenty-six V and each of the animals ; it 
might be understood that (of the ‘ fifty-two ribs belong to one 
animal and twenty -seven to the other. As a matter of fact, however, no 
such idea has been expressed in connection with the Primary sacrifice.— 
Prom all this it follows that the term should be repeated.” 


SUTRA (2). 

'[PtJEVAPAKSA (A)-— 'If IT IS ITRGED THAT IN .THE CASE OF 

Repetition also, theee would be the sajie contingency— 
[then the answer would be as in the following 
Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent to the Purvapahsin — ' If you think that the using of 
-a term expressive of the total number of ribs (of the several animals con- 
cerned) would involve the introducing of a word not used at the Primary 
sacrifice, — then the same contingency would arise in the case of repetition 
also ; as the term has not been repeated at the Primary sacrifice, its repeti- 
tion at the sacrifice in question would mean the introducing of the repeated 
term which has not been used at the Primary sacrifice 
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SUTRA (3). - 

[PfjRVAPAKSA {A)~continued—mBwej: to objection]—'' ISTot so ; BECAXJSP 4; 
^ . m A SECONDABY FACTOB AXD BECAUSE IT IS FOE A DEFINITE' ■ 

PUBBOSB.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘ ‘ What has been urged does not affect our position. Repetition is only 
a secondary factor (a mere qualification) of the word ; so that in our view, 
it would be this secondary factor which would be the one not used at the 
Primary sacrifice ; while in your view it is the word itself that would be so.. 
i\nd it is declared (under Su, 12. 2, 25) that — 'when there is an incom.- 
patibility between the qualification of the Primary and that of the subsidiary, 
it is the latter that should be rejected — -Further, it is for a definite purpose 
that we introduce a term not used at the Primary sacrifice, — for the purpose 
of securing the signification of the separate qualifications ; and if something 
not declared (in the text) is done for a purpose that has been so declared, 
we welcome such a process. Hence what has been urged does not affect 
our position.’’ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PuEVAPAKSA (A) — continued — Second objection to the Purvapaksa] — 

“ If IT BE ABGUED THAT ' THE SAME MIGHT BE SAID IN CON- 
NECTION WITH ' SUMMATION ’ ALSO [then the answer is 

as below].” 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Purvapaksin^ s Opponent — If your view is that by repeating 
the term, the General Law becomes honoiued and yet all the ribs concerned 
become spoken of (without violating the original text), — then the same 
might be said in support of the view that we should use a term expressive 
of all the vihB collectively ; ~in this also the General Law would be honoured, 
as all the ribs would be spoken of. Further, in thus speaking of all the ribs 
collectively, they all become spoken of simultaneously and this is in keeping 
with the declaration of the entire procedure. Hence all the ribs should 
be summed up (and spoken of colleetively.) ’ 

SUTRA (5). 

[PObvapak.sa (A) — mi6ec?-—Pfiryapaksin’s answer to above objec- 
tion] — " Not so ; as it is not possible.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ It is not so ; in our case the General Law becomes honoured because 
we use only the term ‘ twenty -six ’ ( which is in the original Mantra) ; while 
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in your case what is honoured by the collective expression is the declaration 
of procedure. As a matter of faet^ so long as the General Law can be followed, 
no heed should be paid to the declaration of procedure. For the General 
Law is more authoritative, as it serves to originate as well as imply the 
requisite details ; wliile all that the declaration of procedure does is to bring 
together what has been already , enjoined and implied; and this latter is 
weaker by reason of its later functioning. Hence the term should be 
repeated.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[PtTRVAPAKSA (A) — concluded]—'' Also because at the Primary 
Sacrifice the animal is spoken op as alonc4 with its own 
RIBS ; AND ^ it should BE THE SAME IN THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ALSO.'’ 

Bhdsya, 

At the Primary Saeitfice, the animal has been spoken of as along with 
its own (twenty-six) ribs ; and in the case in question, the same should be 
done ; — this is possible only if there is repetition ; — in the case of a collective 
expression, the total number spoken of would appertain to a number of ribs 
present in other animals ; so that none of the several animals (individually) 
would be spoken of as along with its oion ribs. Hence what has been argued 
is not right.” 

SUTRA (7). 

IBefutation of Purvapaksa (A)] — ^But, inasmuch as the Ribs 
ARB the principal factor, THEY SHOULD BE SPOKEN OF 
COLLECTIVELY ; THAT THEY ARE THE PRINCIPAL 

factor follows from the fact that the 
Adhrigu subserves the purposes 
of the Ribs. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ tu* (‘but’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not right that the term * Sadvimshatih ’ ( ‘ twenty-six ’ ) should be 
repeated ; in fact all the Ribs should be spoken of collectively, ddt&r summation. 
— Why 7— Because the Ribs are the principal factor ; they are the principal 
factor, as the statement meant to be made in the Mantra as used at the 
Primary Sacrifice is that ‘ these Ribs are twenty-six ’ ; which shows that 
the animal’s Ribs have been counted as twenty -six, — and not that the 
animal is characterised by Ribs which have been so counted. — “ Why so ? ” 
— The counting of the Ribs serves the visible purpose that the whole 
flank of the animal is taken out; while there is no such purpose served by 
-defining the animal as characterised by the counted Ribs. Thus it is not 
the relationship of the animal that is meant to be expressed ; and pre- 
dominance attaches to the Ribs. — ^Further, inasmuch as the Adhrigu is 
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meant to subserve the purposes of the Ribs, there can be no point in con- 
necting it either with the number (twenty -six) or with the animal. — For these 
reasons, the term should be UvSed by summation. — Then again, what has 
been sjDokeii of at the Primary Sacrifice is the precise number of Ribs 
present; and hence at the Modificatory Sacrifice also, the exact number of 
Ribs present should be spoken of. For this reason also the term should 
he used by su7?imation. 

StJTRA (8). 

Also beoaxjse the entieety of Ribs is spokex of. 

Bkdsi/a. 

What is spoken of in the Mantra is the enihety the Ribs, — not the 
entirety of the animals. When, for instance, it is said — ‘ T€i anusthya vch- 
chdvayatat V [‘ Having counted the Ribs one should take them out ’], — what 
is meant is that ‘‘all the twenty -sPx ribs should be carefully talcen out \ — If 
such were not the sense, then the meaning (of the expression ' 8 advi.msha- 
tirva>hbrayah ^) would be that ‘ There are twenty-six Ribs in the animal and 
something should he carefully done to them '. For, when a thing is indicated, 
it is so indicated only for the purpose of connecting it with something to 
be done ; — hence what is indicated by the expression ‘ the animal has twenty- 
six Ribs’ must be taken as indicated for some purpose. Thus it is that 
predominance attaches to the Ribs. 

SUTRA (9). 

IPU'EVAFAKvSA (B)] — In FACT, THE STATEMENT MADE SHOULD BE 

EXACTLY* IN THE WOEDS FOUND IN THE TEXT, AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ PaTNIVAT ' SACEIFICE ; BECAUSE IT IS NOT 
QUITE FEOXIM ATE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term api tu' (‘in fact’) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth in the foregoing Sutra, 

“It is not right that all the Bibs should be summed up and spoken 
of collectively ; the term ‘ twenty-six I should be used in its unmodified form. 
— ‘Why so?’ — Because it is not quite proximate ^ i.e. the Adhrlgu-Ma^itra 
is not proximate ; it is not indicated as the instrument of anything ; if it had 
been indicated as an instrument, then what is expressed by it should have 
been regarded as to he dowe by its means, and not by means of fneditation ; 
and in that case the end of the Mantra would be proximate to the perform- 
ance. In that case the requisite simultaneity could not be secured by means 
of the word in its unmodified form, and hence it might be either modified 
or repeated. — ^When, on the other hand, the Mantra is not an instrument, 
then the reciting of the Adhrigu-Mantra at the time of the fetching of the 
animal becomes merely descriptive of (reference to) what is being done, — 
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and it comes to be recognised, under the General Law, as to be recited in 
connection with the several aniinalsv But it is found that the word (twenty- 
six) in question is incompatible inasmuch as it is ineapable of denoting 
the number of Ribs in all these animals. Hence it follows that it is not 
necessary to state the exact number of the Bibs of all these animals ; all 
that should be done is to assert the connection of the number ‘ twenty-six 
Just as in the case of the performance where the sacrificer has two or more 
wives, the term ‘ wife ’ in the Singular number does not characterise the 
wives with the number ‘one’ ; all that it does is that it connects them with 
the number one ; in the same manner, in, the ease in question also.^ — 
From all this it follows that the word should be used in its unmodified form ; 
and when the word is used as it stands, the scriptural text becomes, 
preserved.” 

SUTRA (10). 

[R^-futation of Purvapahsa (B)] — In fact, there must be modifica- 
tion ; BECAUSE THERE IS TRANSFERENCE ; AS IN THE CASE OF 

THE ' Sacrificer 
Bhdsya. 

The term (‘in f act ’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

It is not right that thei’e should be no modificf ion ; in fact the woi’d 
should be modified. In cases where a particular number is used (in the 

to a particuia. itfinber of 
strength of the direct injunction bearing upon the matter, 
number expressed by the term used is found to be incompatible with 
the actual state of tilings, the use is made on the basis of the understanding 
that a transcendental result follows from the use of such an inconsistent 
expression; as for instance, in connection mth the term ‘wife’ used (in 
the Singular number) at the Primary Sacrifice (even where the number of 
wives is more than one, Fide Su. 9. 3. 21).— In the case in question (i.e. 
at the Modificatory Sacrifice), however, the word ‘ twenty-six ’ (ribs), is not 
used (in the Mantra) emphatically in reference to several animals ; all that is 
done is that the use of the Mantra laid down in connection with the Primary 
Sacrifice comes to be recognised (under the General Law) as to be used at 
the IModifieatory Sacrifice ; under the circumstances, the General Law can 
indicate the use of only that which is compatible (with the Modificatory 
Sacrifice), — and not emphatically and directly the term ‘ twenty-six ’ only. 
— “What is it that is so compatible ‘i '' — That which was meant to be 
spoken of at the Primary Sacrifice ; at the Primary Sacrifice what was 
meant to be spoken of was the exact number of Ribs present; so that at 
the Modificatory Sacrifice what is indicated as to be spoken of is the exact 
number of ribs present [and this, in the case of two or more animals, must 
be more than ‘ twenty-six ’]. 

Says the Opponent— It has been already explained (by us) that the 
Adhrigu- Mantra is not indicated as an instrument ; and when it is not aui 
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instrament, how can it be expressive of the exact number of ribs? All 
that it can be directly expressive of is merely' the nnmher twenii/^six [not 
the twenty-six-n&5].” 

: Answer— 'Even thongh it is not indicated by the Instrumental case- 
ending, yet, being included in the declaration of Procedure, it becomes a 
means of accomplishment ; and what visible purpose would it accomplish, 
apart from the indicating of the act of offering ^ 

Says the Opponent — “The word has no connection with offerings % 
it is the Declaration of the Procedure of the Primary Sacrifice that connects 
it with the Sacrifice ; and at the Primary Sacrifice the purpose found to be 
served by it was the ordinary perceptible one of describing the offering- 
material; and the term ‘ twenty -six ’ also would only serve the purpose of 
eulogising that same material.” 

Our answer to this is that that cannot be so. All that the Context 
connects the word with is the Sacrifice only, and it is understood that the 
Mantra embodies a direction to the Priests (in general), and it is only on the 
basis of the indication of the words of the Mantra that we come to regard 
it as a direction to the Shamitr Priests (i.e. those whose duty it is to, kill; 
the animal) ; to this same effect are the words of the Mantra : — ^ Daivydh 
shamiidra upahutd manusyd drahhadhvam ’ [‘ O divine Killers, the men have 
been incited, now begin your work’], and then '' ^advimshatirasy a van^ 
hr ay ah td anusthya uchchdvayatdt ’ [‘ Of tlais animal, there are 26 ribs, count 
them and then take them out ’]. — From this it is clear that what the w’ord 
expresses is each nunv^. cf ribs, not merely the number ‘ tw^enty-six — 
— Just as in the case when the word/ Sacrificer ’ is used in the sense of one- 
Sacrificer, we take it that the word is expressive of the exact number of 
that Sacrificer alone, and hence in a performance where there are iwo' 
Sacrifieers, the word is modified into that form which is expressive of the 
exact number of Sacrifieers.— -Exactly the same should be done in the case 
in question also. 

SUTRA (11). 

As REGARDS THE TERM ‘ WIEE/ IT IS ON ACCOUNT OE ITS BEING SOME- 
THING NEW (that THERE IS NO MODIEIOATION), 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (imder Su. 9) that the present ease should be 
dealt with like the case of the term ‘ wife — But it was quite right in the- 
cas© of the term ‘wife’ ; in that ease the term ‘ wife ’ was not one that 
had been laid down as to be used in connection with a performance by a 
sacrificer ivith one wife; and hence it was taken to be indicated as to be used 
at performances by sacrifieers with two or more wives ; because the term is. 
expressive of the number pertaining to the one m/e, just as much as to 
two or more wives. Hence there is no analogy between the present case and 
the case of the term ‘wife 
12 
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SUTRA (12). 

[PUBVAPAIvSA (C)]— 'But, as a matteb.of fact, the (basic) tebm. 

SHOiTLD BE USED JUST AS IT- STANDS IN THE I^'IaNTKA, WITHOUT 
ANY MODIFICATION ; — BECAUSE NUMBEES TAKE IN ALL/' 

Bhdsya. 

The term Hu" (' but ’) introduces another view. 

There should be modification of the Number, — but not by ' summa- 
tion ’ ; the basic noun used should remain ‘twenty-six’ C ^advimsha ") 
as in the Vedic text ; by retaining the basic noun in its unmodified form 
we preserve the scriptural text ; — ^for the purpose of expressing the separate 
qualiftcatious (i.e. the twenty -six ribs a,s belonging to each of the two animals 
separately), we shall modify the ending denoting Nmnber — ^using the words 
‘ Sadvimshatl " etayorvanhrayah V [‘ The ribs of these two animals are two 
tweniy -sixes"]. 

Objection — ‘If the form used is ^ SadvimshaU" in the dual, then the 
noun ‘ribs’ (vankraydh") should not have the Nominative ending [the 
C4emtive being the proper ending in that case]. 

Answer — ^When the substance qualified by twenty -six is what is meant 
to be emphasised, then alone is this particular number uttered for the 
purpose of qualifying (and characterising) it; and in that case even the 
Nominative case-ending can serve to specify the number by indirect indica- 
tion ; as we find in the case of the expression ‘ Indrdgnl devatd ’ [‘ The two 
deities Indra and Agni ’] ; in this latter expression, when what is meant 
to be emphasised is that quality which is denoted by the root ‘ div * (to 
lord over; from which the term ^devatd" is derived), — then in that, case, 
the term ‘ indrdgnl ’ qualifies the term in the singular form (‘ devatd "). It 
is on this ground that we have such expressions as — ‘ Panchapanchdshatah 
trvrtah samvatsardh^ panchapanchdshatah pahchadashdk, pahchapahchdshatah 
saptadashdh ; pahchapahchdshatah eJcaviThshah" ; where the term expressive’ 
of number is qiialified by the word Hrvrtah" (Singular) through indirect 
indication. Just as we ha,YG in the BentemB jDevadaUa-yajhadatta-visnum- 
trdh parsat" [where the singular word ‘ ’ qualifies the plural noun 

HUvadattayajhadattavisnumltfdh "']; — in the same mcamer, we would have 
the form ' Sadvimshail ’ [‘ Two-twenty-six ribs’]. — In this way 

w^e shall avoid modification and yet have the term ‘ Sadvimsha ’ (‘ twenty- 
six ’) applicable to the ‘Ribs’.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Befutatio7i of Purvapaksa in that case, the number 

WOULD BE THE PBEDOMINANT FACTOR; WHILE IN 
REALITY IT IS THE RlBS THAT CONSTITUTE THE 
PBEDOMINANT FACTOR, 

Bhdsya, 

It is true that the expression ‘ Sadvimshatl vahkrayah ’ w'ould be 
possible ; but such an assertion would make the Number (twenty-six) the 
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predominant factor ; — what would be meant to be emphasised in tills case 
would be the quality ‘ twenty-six % and the ' Ribs ’ would be taken as spoken 
of only for defining that quality. As a matter of fact, however, it is the 
R'lJbs that occupy the predominant place at the Primary Saerific©,~~not tJie 
number (twenty-six) ; as has been made clear in 8utrcis, 7 and 8 above. — 
Thus then, the suggested form of the words, if adopted, would not be in 
keeping with that used at the Primary Sacrifice ; and tliis would militate 
against the General Law itself. — ^Henc© the right course should be to modify 
the term by summation. 

SUTRA (14). 

PUBTHEE, THE SEaGESTED POEM ALSO WOELD XOT BE EXACTLY *WmT. 

OCCEES IX THE VbDIG TEXT' ; AXB. YET (iF THE CHAXG-E WEEE ; 

HOT made) all the Ribs coxceexed -would 

XOT BE SPOKEN OF. 

BMsya. 

In the view just suggested (Furmpaksa C) the whole expression would 
not be precisely as found in the Vedic text ; as it would involve the use of 
the words ' Sadvimshatl ’ (in the case of two animals) and ' Sadvimshatayah ’ 
(in the case of more than two animals). — If, on the other liand, the Dual 
or the Plural forms were not used, on the ground that they are not 
scriptural, — then all the Ribs would not be spoken of in their entirety. 

SUTRA (15). 

[PuEVAPAKSA (D)] — “ Ix FACT, THEBE SHOULD BE EEPETITIOX, 
WITHOUT ANY MOBIFICATIOX.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ' vd ’. (' in fact ’) sets aside the view set forth in the foregoing 
Sutms, 

" The term should not be used in its collective form, by summation ; 
there should be repetition of the teian ; tiiis W' ouid involve no modification ; 
so that both the scriptural text and the General Law would be duly 
honoured, and what would be done would be in strict accordance with the 
scriptures; — -only the word would have to be repeated; and by this all 
the ribs concerned would come to be spoken of in tbeir entirety.’’ 

SUTRA (16). 

[Final Siddhaxta] — Veeily in that case the Axlmal would become 

THE PEEDOMIXAXT FACTOE, AS THE EEPETITIOX WOULD BE 
DUE TO THAT. — ^FeOM ALL THIS WE CONCLUDE THAT 
THEBE SHOULD BE SUMMATION. 

Bhdsya. 

The term " tu^ (‘ Verily ’ ) introduces the final conclusion. 

The view Just set forth is not right ; the term should be used after 
summation. 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 

Under tlie view set forth (as Purvapaksa I>), it would be the iinimal 
that' would come to be spoken of as the predominant factor the form 
proposed is \8advirhshatih Sadvimshatih mnkrayah^ ; — as there is no 
animal which has got ‘ twenty -six ribs the use of the expression could 
only imply that what is meant to be emphasised is the number {Two} 
connected with the animals ; — and yet at the Primary Sacrifice, it is not 
this connection of the Number with the Animal that is meant to be em- 
phasised it has been already explained that what is meant to be 
emphasised at the Primary Sacrifice is the exact number of the Ribs ; — and 
it is the same that is indicated by the General Law as to be done at the 
Modificatory Sacrifice in question. — For this reason it is clear that there 
should be no repetition of the term, winch would be due only to Animals.-— 
From all this it follows that the Ribs should be spoken of collectively after 
summation [i.e. the term used should be one expressing the total number 
of Ribs concerned ; viz. ‘ fifty -two ’ in the case of two animals, ‘ seventy - 
eight’ in the case of tlnee and so forth]. 


Adhikabana (2) : 

[In the exact interpretation of Sutras 17-21, there is a difference of opinion 
between the>&/Mr52/a and MancJana-Mrikd on the one hand and the Vdrtiha and 
its folIo^\’era on the other. Says the ShdstraMpikd — ‘ The BkdsyaJcdra has expiained 
the live Sutras iieginning "with Su. 17 as one AdMJcarayjuif while the Vdrtihakdfa has 
disserted that Six. 1 7 should be separated as a distinct Adhikarana, serving the pur- 
pose of introducing the next Adhikarana b — The BhdtduMpika has a similar remark. 
— The editor of the iS/idsya has followed the interpretation of ih-B NydyamMd, and has 
thus upset the whole purport of the Bhdsya itself. The translation adopts an 
interpretation of the Sutras on the basis of the Mandana-hdrikd, and it is at variance 
with the Vartika and all the later commentators. There is notmnch difference in 
the net result, as will be clear later on, below.] 

At the Ashvamedha, in connection with the ‘ Savanlya 
Horse \ there should he option in regard to the 
form of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (17). 

[PPb.vapais;.sa] — Of the Hobse, there abb THiBTy-FotrR spoken of 

ON THE BASIS OF THIS DECLABATION, THIS PBCULIAB FOBM 
SHOULD THBEEFOBE BE ADOPTED.” 

BTmsya,. 

There is the Ashvamedlm sacrifice ; at this there is the ‘ Savaniya ’ 
animal, in the shape of the Horse, as also the Hornless Goat and the Ox- 
deer. — connection with the Primary Agmsomlya Animal 'Sacrifl.oe, there 
is the Mantra -declaration ^ Sadvuhshaiirasya vankrayaft’ [‘Tins has 26 
Ribs ’] ; — ^nnder the General Law this Mantra comes to be regarded as to 
be used at the aforesaid Savanlya (Horse, etc.) ; — but the Horse has 34 Ribs, 
wMle the Hornless Goat and the Ox -deer have 26 each. — ^Then there is the 

verse — ‘ Gkatustmhshad vdjmo devabandhoh visha-sta ’ [where the 

Horse is spoken of as having 34 Ribs], 

In regard to all this, there arises the question. — ^In what form is the 
Mantra to be used at the Savanlya oi the Ashvamedha ? — Should the peculiar 
trait (of having 34 Ribs) be separately emphasised in connection with the 
Horse, wlhle of the Hornless Goat and the Ox-deer, the Ribs should be 
summed up and spoken of by the total number [i.e, twenty-six of the 
Hornless Goat plus the twenty -six of the Ox-deer’] ? Or should the Ribs 
of all the three animals be summed up and spoken of by the total number 
[i.e ‘ eighty -six ’] ? 

On this question, the Furvapaksa view is as follows : — “The Horse has 
34 Ribs ; therefore this peculiar trait should be separately mentioned in the 
Mantra. Why ? — Because of declaration; i.e. the statement made in the 



1598 


SHABABA-BHASYA : 

Ek-verm— Gkatu§trims}md vdjino dev^ — ^woiild serve a usefnl pur- 

pose only if this peculiar trait were emphasised; otherwise the statement 
would be eiitirely useless. Hence the conelixsion is that in regard to the 
Horse, the peculiar trait must be mentioned separately.” • 

SUTRA, ( 18 ). 

[EefufMion of Purmpahm]~~AWKAT is actually used at the Peimaey 

■ SAGEmCE KEJECTS THE SAID .PECULIAE TEAIT ; ' BECAUSE IT 
IS EXPEESSBD BY" THE TEEM ‘ THIETY"-FOUE h 

Bhdsya, 

What is actimlly used at the Primary Sacrifice rejects the said peculiar 
trait;— Le* the statement to be made should be exactly that which has 
been made at the Primary Sacrifice.^ — ^How so Because there is the 
injunction that — ^ One should not speak of thirty -four ^ one should speak of 
twenty -six itself ’ ; and this injunction clearly precludes the mention of the 
number 34, since it is expressed by the term ‘ thirty -four ’ the us© of which 
is forbidden. Thus, inasmuch as it is forbidden, the separate mention of 
the peculiar trait (that it has 34 Ribs) cannot be made ; and what can be 
mentioned is only the sum total of the ribs of all the three animals. 

Says thB Piirmpaksin — Even though the injunction that * one should 
speak of twenty -six itself’ precludes the separate mention of the peculiar 
trait, yet this separate mention should be made.” 

We say — ^No. This declaration does not actually enjoin the use of the 
term * twenty-six ’ ; what it does is only to reiterate what is already knowm 
(through the General Law, wMch transfers the details of the Primary to the 
Modificatory Sacrifice).—** How do you Imow that ? ” — We gather it from the 
use of the term * em ^ itself ’ ; this term * eva ’ is used only in connection 
with what is already known*— -And what is already known as to be done 
is not the use of the term * twenty-six but the mention of the number 
twenty-six; this is what has been done at the Primary Sacrifice; and this 
is what is indicated as to be don© in the ease in question and as this 
number was indicated at the Primary by means of the term * twenty-six % 
in the present case also, the same term is used for indicating that same 
number. — ^If the declaration quoted were taken as enjoining the mention 
of the number twenty -six, then two things would come to be enjoined by it 
— (1) the prohibition of the number 34 and (2) the mention of the number 
26 ; — and this would involve a syntactical split ; which would mean that the 
declaration would cease to be one syntactical whole.— “ What is this 
syntactical whole ?” — ^It consists of mutual reliance (between the two clauses) 
— ‘One should not mention thirty -four, — he should mention twenty-six’ ; 
this sentence is one syntactical whole expressing the idea that ‘as 34 is 
forbidden, 26 should be mentioned ’ ; and as this is already Imown (that of 
two possible numbers, one being forbidden, the other should be mentioned), 
all that the statement can be taken to mean is that it eulogises the Prohibi- 
tion ; — thus it is that it becomes one syntactical whole. This would not be 
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possible if it were taken as actually enjoining the number. And so long 
as a sentence can fo'e taken as expressing one single idea, it cannot be right 
to take it as expressing several ideas. ' As this always involves the assump- 
tion of many transcendental factors. — ^Frona all this it follows that the words 
shonld be used exactly as they are indicated (by the form used at the 
Primary Sacrifice). 

SUTRA (19). 

[Piirvapahsin's answer to Sutra IS] — Thebe is the Rk-verse 

ACTUALLY FOUNDS IX THE VeDIG TEXT; AXD THE ONLY 
REASONABLE COURSE IS THAT THERE SHOULD BE 
NO wavering/' 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Bk-verse- — \0hat'ustrimshad vdjino clevahanclhoh, etc. ’—is actually 
found in the Vedic text (where, in connection with the Horse, the number 34 
is clearly spoken of) at the same time, the mention, of 34 has been for- 
bidden (in the text ‘ Na chatustrimsliadlii hruydt ) ; — under the circumstances, 
the peculiar trait of the Horse must be separately mentioned. As it is only 
thus that a definite course would be adopted and there would be no wavering 
(between the two contending texts) ; and it is only right that there should 
be no wavering. If the two courses were treated as optional alternatives, 
then the two texts would become contradicted by on© another : i.e. if the 
number is mentioned, then the Prohibition is not followed, — and if the number 
is not mentioned, the injunction of its mention is not followed. — From all 
this it follows that there should be a separate mention of the peculiar trait 
of the Plorse.” 

SUTRA (20). 

\Purvapahsm\s answer concluded]— ' On the basis of the text, there 

WOULD BE A MODIFICATION OF THE WORD IN THE RK-VEBSE ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE WORD ' ALRA 

Bhdsya. 

“ It has been argued that the Rk-verse has been forbidden. But that 
is not so ; all that is necessitated by the text is that there should be modifica- 
tion of the wmrd in the verse. The text says — ‘ One should not mention 34, 
he should mention 26 ’ ; here the word ‘ 34 ’ is forbidden directly by the 
text, while it is only by indirect implication that the verse is forbidden ; — 
and when there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Indirect Implication, 
the most reasonable course is to accept the former. BCence we conclude 
that there should be separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse 
[by means of the verse; only the word ‘ thirty -four ’ being changed into 
‘ twenty-six ’1.” 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (21). 

[SibdhIhta]— Ih reality, thebe is peohibition of the whole 

YEBSE ; AS THERE WOULD BE HO GOHHECTIOH WITH THE WORD. 

BMsya, 

In fact, the prohibition is of the whole verse, not only of the word 
* 34 \ — “Why so ? ” — As there would he no connection with the wordy — ^i.e. 
the verse would have no connection with the word ‘ thirty -fonr ’ ; and in 
the absence of this word, the rest of the verse could not express the mimber 
of Ribs. — If the rest of the verse were connected with the word ^ twenty - 
six ’, — even so it would not express the number of Ribs of the Horse (which 
has 34, not 26, Ribs) ; so that the statement would not serve any visible 
purpose. The sentence, thus being wanting in a necessary word, could not 
serve any useful purpose ; specially as the uttering of a defective sentence 
has been declared to lead to evil consequences- — ‘ If a Mantra is defective, 
either in accent or in syllable, it is wrongly uttered and expresses not the 
intended meaning ; it becomes a verbal thunderbolt and strikes the sacrificer ; 
as happened in the case of the word ‘ indrashatru \ through wrong accentua- 
tion — ^Further in tliis case, the word ‘ thirty -four ’ would become absolutely 
useless. 

From all this we conclude that — (a) the words used should be expressive 
of the sum total of the Ribs of all the three animals; — ^and (6) as the use 
of the Bl^-verse has been enjoined by another injunction, there should be a 
separate mention of the peculiar trait of the Horse [i.e. the two forms of 
•words should be treated as optional alternatives]. [The two options being 
— (a) ‘Thirty-four Ribs (of the Horse) and Fifty-two (of the other two animals), 
— (6) ‘ Eighty-six Ribs of all the three animals together*.] 


[The explanation of Sutras 17-21, in accordance with the Vurtika and its 
followers has been clearly stated in the Shastradlpihd ; it may be thus summed up ; 
— Sutra 17 sets forth the Siddhdnta view that there should be option in the present 
case. That the text ‘ one should not mention 34, he should mention 26 ’ prohibits 
the entire verse referring specifically to the Horse is going to be established in the 
following Adhikarana consisting of Sutras 18-21 ; — what is considered under the 
present Adhiharapa (Su. 17) is the question — should we always use the words 
exactly as they are used at the Primary Sacrifice— or should the specific verse 
speaking of the peculiar trait of the Horse be also treated as an optional alterna- 
tive, — even though it has been prohibited ?— The Purvapaksa view is that, “On 
the strength of the dhect (prohibitive) declaration, the Mantra imed should be 
exactly as used at the Primary Sacrifice The Siddhmita is that what is laid 
down in the sentence ‘one should not mention 34’ is the prohibition of the 
mention of 34 ; and this prohibition implies the possibility of using what is pro- 
hibited this possibility must be based upon scripture and on the basis of this 
assumed text indicating the possibility of the use of the words speaking of the 
peculiar trait of the Horse,™ we take it that the use of these words also is 
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permissiblej and hence should be regarded as an optional alternative, (This is 
the same as the final Siddhdnta deduced by the Bhd^-a ivom all the five Sutras 
17-21.)— The next four /S'wims 18-21, according to the ShastroMpikd, form a 
•distinct Adhikara-^ leading to the Siddhdnta that there should "be the following 
•options— (a) * Thirty -four Ribs (of the Horse) and 52 (of the other two), and (h) 
" Eighty-six of ail three ’ (34 of the Horse, 26 of each of the other two).] 



Adhikarana (3): In connection ivith the ^ Agnlsomlya'- 
Animal-Sacrifice % the term ^ uruha ^ stands for 
the Fat 

SUTRA (22). 

By reason of the proximity of the Vanisth (Reothm), it is the; 
Pat that should be taken as denoted by the term 

URteA ’. ' , 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistonia, there is the Agnlsoinlya-AnirmU 
Sacrifice ; at which the following words are used in the Adhrigu- Mantra — 
‘ Vanistuniasya md rdvista urukam manyamundli ’ [‘ Do not cut out its rec- 
tum, thinking it to be uruka ’]. 

In regard to the term ^ uruha ’ as used here, there arises the following 
question — ^Does the sentence mean ‘ Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it 
to be uluka, i.e. an owl * ? Or ‘ Do not cut out the rectum, tMnking it to* 
be Fat ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows :■ — “ The meaning is. 
‘ tliinking the Rectum to be an owl ‘ Biit how can the term uruha signify 
the uluka (owl) ? ’ — It does so because the letters ‘ ra ’ and ‘ la ’ are similar ; 
as we have such optional forms as ^paryanka — palyanka\ ^romdni — lomdni\ 
^ angurih — anguUh^ ; — and also because the Rectum really resembles the 
owl. On the other hand, the term ‘‘ uruka ’ is never found to be expressive 
of Fat.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta -It is the 
Fat that should be taken as expressed by the term ‘ the idea 

expressed is * Do not cut out the rectum, thinking it to be Fat ’ ; this idea, 
as thus expressed, serves a distinctly useful purpose ; as by reason of the 
proximity of the Rectum, it is quite possible for it to be mistaken for Fat 
and cut out ; — and by preventing this possible contingency, the sentence 
serves a visible purpose. It does not mean that the Rectum is not to be 
cut out at all ; what is meant is that at the time of the cutting out of the 
Fat, the Rectum should not be cut out tinder the misapprehension that it 
is Fat Under the other view, the prohibition ‘Do not cut out of the 
Rectum ’ would be meaningless, when as a matter of fact, the Rectum has 
got to be cut out ; and the mention of the similarity to the owl would have 
to be taken as serving some transcendental purpose. — ‘ But, as a matter 
of fact, the term uriika is never used in the sense of Fat, — how could it 
denote the Fat ? ’ — 'Etymologically, the term ‘ uruka ’ signifies 
large ; as is found in such expressions as ‘ uru rdjanganam ’ [‘ The royal 
courtyard is large’], ^Uru tailikdnganam^ (‘The court of the Tailika is 
large ’] ; as also in such Vedic sentences as — ‘ XJru hi raja varunashchakdra^ 
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&tc.\ — * Utu vism vikmmaava ^ fin all of which cases * uru * stands for * large 
— Sixmlarlym the case in question' it signifies ‘large’; — then again, -the 
term Kasha ^ m known to be denotative of marrow*^ as we find in Bnch- 
expressiom as Kashapdhino rathdh^ which means that ‘the chariots pass 
through marrow ’ the term ^ Ka ’ is a part of the word ‘ % and as 

such it brings about the notion of the whole of wliich it forms part ; so that 
the term ‘ wwlia ’ is found to be a compound word {uru-Ica} standing for 
‘ large marrow % and denoting the large lump of Fat full of marrow ; the 
meaning of the sentence in question thus comes to be — ‘Do not cut out 
the Beetum wliich is near the Fat, tliinking it to be a large lump of Fat 
Thus it becomes established that the term ‘ urulca ’ signifies FaL 
Qiiestion — “ What is the use of this AdMIcara^m t ” 

Answer — ^If what is meant is the Beetum itself wMch is spoken of as 
resembling the owl (urulca) ^ — ^then, when the words come to be used at a 
sacrifice with two or more animals, there would be no modification in the 
word * urukam \ wliich comes in only as a standard of comparison ; — if, 
on the other hand, the term ‘ uruha ’ stands for Fat-lump, then both the 
terms * uru ’ and ‘ ha ’ should have to be modified into ‘ ur€i-ke ’ (in the 
ease of two animals) and ‘ uruni-kdni ’ (in the case of more than two animals) ; 
or into ‘ uruke ’ and ‘ urukdni \ if the term ‘ uruha ’ is taken as a 
compound. 



Adhikaiiana (4): In the ‘ Adhrigu-Mantra\ the term 
^ prasJmsd^ occurring in the expression prashasd 
hdhu\ stands for ‘' prashamsd' {Praise). 

SUTRA (23). 

[PCrvapaksa] — “The word ‘ prashasa ’ denotes the 

SWORD.” 

Ehasya. 

In the same Adhrigu-Mantra tliat we have been dealing with, we find 
the expression ‘ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — In the sentence '‘prashasa 
bahu hryyatdt\ is ^ prashasa^ a word with the Instrumental Ending, the 
meaning of the sentence being ‘ The two arms should be taken out by means 
of the Prashas^ 1 — Or "prashasa^ is a word with the Accusative Ending, 
the ending being turned into the form of — and the meaning of the 
sentence is ‘ The two excellent arms should be cut out ’ ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa is as follows: — “ The word 
denotes the sword; the term ' Shdsa^ is well known as denoting the sword; 
this is what has been referred to in the following Vedie-text — ‘ Dasha- 
praydjdnistvd aha shdsamdhareti asim vai shdsamdchahsate ’ Having per- 
formed the ten Praydja sacrifices, he says Bring the Shdsa ; it is the sword 
that is called Shdsa — A mere praise of the arms (as ‘ excellent*) would 
serve no useful purpose ; as the only idea possible would be that " the 
excellent arms bring about some transcendental result ’, and this would 
involve the assumption that the arms are indicated by the words 

of the Mantra ; — and this would be highly improper ; specially when another 
explanation is possible, — ^In support of this other explanation we have the 
following passage which occurs in the section dealing with the story of 
Bhurmhshepa — ‘ Atastvamagnim shdsahastam shdsena vishasanatvdt na dra§tu- 
mutsaM\ — ^From all this it is clear that the ^ prashasa^ stands for "asind\ 
* by the sword 

SUTRA (24). 

[SidbhInta]— In pact, it sonifies the pbaise of the aems. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the word in question signifies the praise of the arms; the 
sentence ''Prashasa hdhu hrnutdt^ ‘the two excellent arms should 

be cut out ’ ; in this sense, the term ‘ prashasa ’ serves a distinctly useful 
purpose; the ‘ excellence ’ of the arms consists in their entirety; hence the 
sentence means that ‘ one should take out the whole of the two arms ’ ; 
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he two arms should be wholly taken out ’ . — Undei’ the Ptirvapaksa 
Le. ^the arms would be taken out by means of the Svadhiti (as they actually 
view whiie the word uttered would be one signifying the '.rn’ord ; or . the 
are)mce, would be da»ying down .a deity indicated by the Mantra and 
senlyj the .arms should have to be cut out with the sword all this w'ould be 
laghly improper, when the weapon actually enjoined for the purpose is the 
.Mvadhit'L — •Nor can it be said that the arms (fore-legs) are not excellent 
or prais©wo.rthy ; as. it is on those that the animal walks ; and ■ it is. by 
bending and resting on them that it eats the Shaml and the Karlra.—^'Emiii: 
all this it follows that the term ^prashaad'' denotes the praise of the arms. 

“ What is the use of this Adhikarana ? ” 

At the AshmmMha there are a hundred silver swords with green 
scabbards ; according to the Ptirvapaksa, in this case the form ‘ jjrashasd * 
(Instrumental Singular) would have to be modified (into the Plural form, 
to be in keeping with the large number of swords) ; — while according to the 
SiddJidnta, the modification (if any) would be in keeping with the number 
of ar?ws concerned. 


: In the expression ^ Shy enammya 

sah^i etc*, the terms [ Shyena^ and the rest denote/ ' ' . 

^ entirety \ 

SUTRA (25). 

[P^byapaesa]— By bbasok of the pboxbhty of toat is well 

KNOWN, THE TEEMS ' ShYENA ‘ ShALA ' KaSHYAPA 

‘ELavasa’, and 'SbEkapabna’ should be taken 

AS DENOTINO THE SHAPE/' 

BJidsya, 

In the same ‘ Adhrigu^Mantm ’ that we have been discussing, there 
ceeui’ the following words — \Shymama8ya vahsah hfnutdtp Bhald do^apl, 
Kashyapevdmsau, Kavasoru, Brehaparndsthwantah^ [‘One should make the 
chest of the animal a kite, etc. etc. ’]. 

In regard to these words Shy ena\ ^ Bhald \ etc.), there arises the 
question — ^Do they signify the shape [the meaning being that ‘ the chest 
should be turned into the shape of the kite’ and so forth] ? — Or do they 
signify entirety [the meaning being that ‘ the chest should be kept entire ’ 
and so forth] ? ^ 

On this question, the Purvapalcsa view is as follows : — “ By reason of 
the proximity of what is well known^ the term should he taken as denoting the 
shape ; — as a rule, in ordinary practice when something is asserted as to 
be made, — and this assertion is in proximity to what is "well known, it is 
always understood as standing for the shape (of that well-known thing) ; 
e.g. in such expressions as — Make lions of this lump of flour ‘ Make 
girdles of the fibre of the Arjmm-p\aiah\ — ^it is understood that the term 
‘lion’ stands for the shape of the Lion, and the term ‘girdle’ stands for 
the shape of the girdle. Similarly the sentences in question should mean— 
‘The chest should be turned into the shape of the kite, — the arms should 
be turned into the shape of the porcupine,— the shoulders should be turned 
into the shape of the tortoise, — ^the thighs should be turned into the shape 
of a sMeid,— the knee-bones should be turned into the shape of the leaf 
of the iLamwm-plant 

SUTRA (26). 

[SiDDHANTA] — In fact, it ' is ‘entirety' that is sicnified, ’ as it 

IS ALREADY LIKE THAT. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘w’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 
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to bJl™! “ question signify shape; what is meant 

to be expressed is the takmg out of the eniire limb ; and as a matter of fact, 

I are taken out in their entirety, they actually have 

^tobfsuclas that when it is said ‘Make these 

iZ^nV ? f I n ^ ^J^at is understood to be 

meant IS take out the limhB in theis- entirety^; such an injunction even 

birm ®tb comes to serve a perceptible pu^osej 

be™ the use to which the limbs are going to be put is Lch as c£i 

Scw r r 5 that « to say, when 

each of these hmbs is taken out as a whole, then alone is it possible to make 

otherwise (according to the Purmpahsa view) 
whak would be offered would be the lump of flesh ; of that particular shape 

(not that particular limb).— From tliis it follows tliat the words should be 
taken as signifying entirety. i>uouia 


SUTRA (27). 

Also becatoe the ‘ Adheigh-mahtba ’ is meant fob that 

PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

hmbs^~tb1f °t' the extracting of the 

extraetins of 'the “®®“t to serve the purpose of aecompHshing the 
extracting of the limbs m their entirety. — “How so ? Tf ^ xi 

words— ^ Gatram gdtranmsymiuimin hrmdt \ r ^ that each of itrLibs 

— tl» aho it i. altar .ha. th. t.rT 

the rest signify the extracting of the limbs in their entirety 

The purpose served by the discussion is as already' explained • fie 
wouMh^ the term ‘ iSAyenam ’ in the singular ’form 

W tiro “ the c^e of there 

modificnf \“®^ ®'“™c.ls; wlnle according to the Siddhanta, no such 
m^fioation should be necessary, as the term ‘ entirety » is a generic term 
and as such i.s equally applicable to one or more animalsl. 


Adhieaeana (6) : The expiatory sacrifice ‘ Jyotismatl ’ is 
not to be performed on the extinguishing of the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-sacrifice. 

SUTRA (28). 

Thebe is to be no expiation in connection with what is accidental 

BECATTSE IT IS FOB ANOTHEB PHEPOSB,— IT HAVING BEEN 
PEESCBIBBB FOB THAT PtTBPOSE. 

BMsya. 

There is the Agnihotm laid down in the text~-‘ Knowing this, if one 
performs the Agnihotm, etc. ’ ; in connection with this, it is declared — ‘ If the 
Fire taken out should become extinguished before the AgnihotraAihaition 
has been offered, on© should offer the cake baked upon eight pans to Agni*' 
Jyotismat \ 

[Every day, Fire is taken out of the Gdrhapatya-hearth and placed in the 
Ahavamya hearth, for the purpose of offering the Agnihotra-libations. If the- 
Fire thus taken out goes out before these libations have been offered, then the 
man should make the said offering to Agni- Jyotismat ; this is an expiatory rite.] 

In tliis connection the €j[uestion that arises is — Should, or should not, 
this expiatory Jyotismatl sacrifice be performed when the Fire that goes out 
before the offering of the Agnihotra-libations is the one that has been taken 
out for the offering of the Darsha, or the Paurnamnsa sacrifice [and not the- 
one that had been taken for the offering of the AgnihotraJ^ 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — ‘‘ The expiatory 
sacrifice must be performed in the said case. — ^Why ? — Because when the con^ 
dition is there, that wliich is conditional ’ upon that condition must come in. 
The only condition laid down for the performance of tho Jyotismatl sacrifice 
is that the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra-libations have been 
offered ; hence [when this condition is there, as it is in the case in question] 
the sacrifice must be performed. Nor is there any word to the effect that 
‘ the sacrifice should be performed only on the going out of the Fire that has- 
been taken out for the purpose of the Agnihotra\ For this reason also, the 
sacrifice should be performed in the case in question.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — hi connection 
mith what is accidental,- — Le, in connection with the going out of the Fire 
referred to above, — the expiation should not be performed ; — ^because in 
that case the taking out of the Fire has been for another purpose, — i.e. for 
the purpose of the Darsha and Purnamdsa sacrifices ; — while the expiation 
has been laid down in connection with the going out of that Fire which has 
been taken out for the purpose of the Agnihotra-offering. —Renee it follow^s 
that the Expiation should not be performed in the case in question. 

Says the Opponent— “ We have already pointed out that there is no- 
other word in the text to show that the expiation is to be performed on the 
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going out of only that Fire which has been taken out for the purpose of 
the Agnihotra-oftering.” 

Answer — Though there is no such word in the text, yet it is understood 
that the expiation has been laid down only in connection with the going out 
of that Fire which has been taken out for the purposes of the Agnihotra . — 
How so ? — It is so understood because the Expiation has been laid down 

under the context of the Agnihotra i from the fact of its having been laid 
down in the context of the Agnihotra^ it follows that it is helpful at this 
latter. 

But the taking out of the Fire is not qualified by Agnihotra ; — every- 
tiling is done for its own sake, not for the sake of the qualification of 
something else.” 

Answer— The Expiation that is laid down is in relation to the Fire^ 
not in relation to the going out, 

§ “ What if it is so ? ” 

Answer— Ji it were in relation to the going out, then, inasmuch as the 
going otit is not a part of the sacrifice, the Expiation could not be held to 
be for the purpose of the going out ; in fact, it is related to the Agnihotra 
as its purpose, which forms the subject-matter of the Context. When it is 
related to the Fire,-— inasmuch as the Fire is a subsidiary detail of the 
sacrifice, — it is through that Fire that the Expiation becomes connected 
with its purpose. Such being the case, the Fire, thus taken out, is said to 
have ‘gone out ’ (‘ extinguished ’) if it fails to accomplish that purpose. 
Thus the accomplishment of the Agnihotra is the purpose to be served by 
that Taking out of the Fire which is done for the sake oi Agnihotra ; and the 
accomplishment of the is the purpose to be served by 

the Taldng out of the Fire which is done for the sake of the Darsha^ 
Purnafndsa. — ^When the Fire that has been taken out goes out, it becomes 
incapable of accomplishing its purpose ; and by means of the prescribed 
Expiation, it regains its capacity to accomplish that purpose. Thus it is 
that by making the Fire so capable, the Expiation helps the performance 
of the Agnihotra, On the other hand, when the Fire had been taken out 
for the sake of the Darsha-Funtamdsa,—]! the Expiation renders that fire 
capable, it does not in any way help the Agnihotra ; it is only when the Fire 
had been taken out for the sake of the Agnihotra that by rendering that 
Fire capable, the Expiation helps the Agnihotra, — From all this it follows 
that the Expiation in question is to be performed only when the Fire had 
been taken out for the sake of the Agnihotra, 

Question — “ How do you know that the Expiation is related to the 
Fire, not to the going out ? That it is related to the ‘ going out ’ as qualified 
by ‘ Fire ’ is directly asserted by the words of the text, while it is by Syntactical 
Connection that it is indicated that it is related to the ‘ Fire ’ as characterised 
by the ‘ going out ’ ; — and as Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection, it * follows that the Expiation is related to the 
‘ going out . 

Answer — The connection of ‘ going out ’ is unavoidable ; hence it follows 
that no emphasis is intended to be laid upon the phrase ‘ for whom it 
13 
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slioillcl go out ’ ; and there can be .no connection with what is not required i 
as such connection could be accepted only as leading to some transcendental 
resnlt- On the other hand, if the Expiation is related to the ‘ Fire ® 
as characterised by ‘ going out’,- — ^the connection comes to be with what is 
actually recpiired ; as it comes to be recognised as to be performed only when 
there is extinguishing of the Fire, and in tliis ease a visible purpose is served. 
Hence it follows that the Expiation is related to the Fire as characterised 
by the ‘ going out’. — If the Fire that goes out is one that had been taken 
out for the sake of the Darsha-Pumamdsa , — then the Fire that- has become 
extinguished is one that is not related to the Agnikotm itself: and as the 
faking out of the Fire was not for the Agnihotm itself,-— the Expiation in 
question could not be applicable to this case. 

Further, there is an indicative text also, in support of this view. — 
What is that text ? It is in the form of the reference in the words 
* He whose Fire is taken out at the Agnihotm, ’ . That this is a reference follows 
from the fact that if it were treated as an injunction, there would be a 
syntactical split. — ^If the talcing out of the Fire is for the purpose of the 
Agnihotra, then with a view to express the idea that * the said purpose has not 
been accomplished it is only right that there should be a reference in the 
form of the said words to the fact of f the Agnihotra -libations not having 
been offered’. — From this also it follows that the Expiation is to be per- 
formed only when the Fire going out has been one that had been taken 
oiit for the pui’pose of the Agnihotra. 

Question- — “What then should be done in the other <iase (where the Fire 
taken out for the Darsha-Purnamdsa has gone out) ? ” 

Answer — In the case of that going out of the Fire, there should be 
some other Expiation wliich has not been prescribed with. special reference 
to any particular sacrifice. 


Abhikaeaija (7) : The expiatory sacrifice ^ is 

" not/to' he performed on the going out of the ^ Dliarya ’ 

' Fire. ■ 

SUTRA (29). 

' So ALSO IS THE CASE OF, THE V MAINTAINING ’ (OF THE EiBE), 
BECAUSE IT IS FOB ANOTHBB PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been declared that ‘ The Ahavanlya should be maintained by 
Gatashrl persons’ [i.e. (a) ‘by persons who have attained prosperity ’ , 
according to Tantm-mtna ^ — ‘by (1) the learned Br&manas (2) the village -chiefs 
and (3) the KsattroT-a % according to an old text").— There is the Expiation laid 
down in connection with the going out of the Fire in connection with the 
Agnihotra — ‘ If the Fire taken out should go out before the Agnihotra- 
libations have been offered, one should offer a cake baked on eight pans 
to Agni-Jyotismat \ . 

In regard to this there arises the following question — ^^¥hen this 
^ Dhwry a- Agni" (Fire to be Maintained) goes out, should the said Expiation 
be performed or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpahsa view is as follows: — “The Expiation 
must be performed, as the condition precedent is present ; the only condition 
precedent is that the Fire taken out for the Agnihotra should go out ; and 
this condition is wholly present in the case in question; — hence the 
Expiation* must be performed. Objection — ‘ The Fire that has gone 
out in this case is on© that had been taken out for the purpose of 
all (sacrificial) acts, not for the purpose of the Agnihotra only — -Answer — ^If 
it is for the purpose of all acts, then, as being for the purpose of the 
whole lot of acts, its being for the purpose of one of those acts (i.e. 
the Agnihotra) cannot be denied ; it is only when a-thing is for the purpose 
of every one individual of the lot, that it can be said to be for the sake of 
the whole Jot of them ; so that even though it might be used at all the acts, 
it would be used at the Agnihotra also.— As a matter of fact, however, the 
Fire in question is not for the purpose of the whole lot of acts ; for the simple 
reason that no such lot of acts having been enjoined, there could be no need 
for the fulfilment of which such Fire and such other accessories would he 
required it is each individual act that needs the taking out of the Fire. 
Thus, even 'though the Fir© might be used at all acts, it would be one that is 
used at the Agnihotra also ; — from which it follows that the expiation due 
on the going out of the Fire should be performed. In fact, such rites as 
^ paryuhsa^a'" (Besprinkling), \ Parisamuhana ^ (‘ Encircling with water’), 
‘ Trindpachaya ’ {‘ Spreading out of the grass ’) are performed day by day, 
in connection with the Dhdrya Fire — ^and in the same manner, the Expiation 
in question should also be performed.” 
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In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdntci : — In the case 
of the ‘ maintaining ’ of the Firel by the ‘ Gatashrl ’ persons, the Expiation 
due to the going out of the Fire should not be performed. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because U is for another purpose ; that is, at the time that the performer is- 
‘ Gatashrl \ the taking out of the Fire is not done for the purpose of Agnihotra 
in fact, the Fire is taken out for some one purpose and it is ‘ maintained ’ 
for all acts ; the ‘ taking out ’ of the Fire is always for the purpose of some 
one act; it is only the 'maintaining’ that is done- for the purpose of all 
acts ; — and there can be no Expiation on the going out of the Fire which m 
only ‘ maintained ’ for the purpose of the Agnihotra ; it is to be performed 
only on the going out of the Fire that has been ' taken out ’ for the purpose 
of the Agnihotra itself ; — in the ease in question, the ‘ taking out ’ is related to 
some other act, — ^it being done for the purpose of that act ; and it is only in 
the ease of the Fire being actually taken out for the purpose of that act for 
the purpose whereof there is taking out, — that the Expiation can be per- 
foxmed. — ^From all this it follows that the Expiation should not be performed 
in the case in question. 

SUTRA (30). 

In the case of the other rites, there would be performance 

OF THEM, BECAUSE THEY ABE FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
, THE ACT.. 



Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by the PiirvapaJcsin) that — “ Just as the rites of 
Paryuksana, Parisamuhana and the like are performed in connection with 
the ' Dhdrya ’ Fire, so should the Expiation also be performed — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — ^It is only right that Parisamuhana and the- 
other rites are performed ; because they have been actually enjoined as- 
' embellishments ’ (of the Fire) ; and hence, they can be performed, and they 
have not yet fulfilled their purpose as for the Taking out of the Fire,, 
on the other hand, it has already fulfilled its purpose and, as such, ceased 
(past) ; nor can it be performed, as the place and time of its performance are 
restricted. — ^Hence there is no analogy between the Rites cited and the 
Expiation in question. 


‘4 





; Abhikabaha (8) : In conmction toith the ' ^ Darsha ’ 
saarijke^ of the Fire is to /be 

done tvithout Mantras. 

SUTRA (31). 

Th A CASE WHEBE THE AOT IS PEBEOBMED m A' FiRE PBODUOEB (FOB 

A^rOTHER PURPOSE), IT IS HOT USED ; BECAUSE' THE OOCASIOH 
FOR IT HAS HOT ARRIYEB. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the ‘taking out’ of the Fire at the Agnihotra, the 
following Mantra m used—* Vdchd tvd hotrd—ptmiena udgdtrd, etc, etc, ^ 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^When the ‘ taking out ’ 
of the Fire is done for the purposes of the Darsha sacrifice, — should this 
Mantra foe used or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Even when the 
Fire is taken out for ihe Darsha-sacHfice, AgnihotmAihe^tionsi are offered; — 
under the circumstances, if this ‘taking out’ were done without a Mantra 
the Agnihotra would foe performed in a fire taken out without Mantra. Hence 
it follows that the ‘ taking out ’ at the Darsha bIbo should be done with the 
prescribed Mantra. — ^If it foe argued that — ‘ As it would not be the occasion 
for the Agnihotra, the Taking out would foe defective and hence cannot 
appertain to the Agnihotra %— the answer is that that cannot foe right ; as 
it is only the factor of occasion (or time) that will have ceased, and the 
‘ Taking out even though defective to that extent, would still foe there 
and appertain to the Agnihotra. Such being the case, the ‘ Taking out ’ of 
the Fire at the Darsha shoiild foe done with the Mantra.^ ^ 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^When the 
Fire has been produced for another act, — the Agnihotra is performed in 
that Fire, — ^in that case the Mantra should not be used. The term ‘ Ohodand ’ 
(in the Sutra) stands for act. That is to say, in such a case, the * Taking 
out ’ will not have been done for the Agnihotra, — and when the ‘ Taking out * 
is related to some other act, naturally there should foe no using of the Mantra 
(which has been laid down in connection with that ‘ Taking out ’ which is 
done for the Agnihotra.) 

Says the Opponent — “ It has been already explained that even though 
defective, the Taking out would foe one pertaining to the Agnihotra ; certainly 
the absence of the secondary factor {of time) cannot mean the absence of 
the primary factor.” 

Anstoer — Time is not a ‘secondary factor’; it is the condition or 
occasion, — as has been already explained ; — ^and if an act is done when the 
occasion is not there, it means that something has been done which has 
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not been enjoined in the Veda. For this reason the ‘Taking out’ cannot 
be regarded as appertaining to the Agnihotra ; — and if the ‘Taking out’ 
does not appertain to the Agnihotra, then, for that very reason, the Mantra 
in question should not be used ; even if it Were used, it would be ineaning- 
lesa.': ' 



iiBHiKABANA (9) : In .comiecUmi with the ^ Prdyanlya- 
charul, the details laid down as ap^iertaining to 
‘ what is offered ’ should not he performed. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PObvapaksa — continued }~“ When thebe is ‘ cooking it is eohnd 

TO BE AOTHAIiLY OEFEBED ; HENCE IT SHOULD TAKE IN THE 
DETAILS RELATING TO IT : BECAUSE THEBE IS 

MIXTXJBE, AS IN THE CASB OF ' HoKEY AHD 

Water ’ ; and because it is for 
eating/' 

BMsya. 

la connection with the Jyotistonia, we read — ‘ Adityah pmyanlyah 
payasi chamh ’ [‘ The Prayanlya-^charu Qodkod in milk dedicated to Aditya ’], 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Ai’e the details laid down* 
as to be performed in connection with the Milk meant to be offered^ — to be 
performed in connection with the Milk in wMch the rice is to be cooked 
(according to the above text) ? — Or not ? — ^The fact is that if this Milk is 
meant to be offered, then the said details must be performed ; while if it is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice, then the details should not be 
performed. — “Why should there be any doubt on this point ? — The 
presence of the Locative Ending (in ' payasi ’) indicates that the milk is 
meant only for the cooking of the Rice ; on the other hand, if the said ending 
is taken as asserting the fact of the Milk being the receptacle of the Rice 
wliioh is related to a Deity, — [and it would be so if the Milk were meant 
only for the cookmg], — ^theii there would be fear of syntactical split [the 
sentence meaning {a) that ‘ the Rice should be offered to the deity Aditya % 
and (6) that ‘ the Rice should be cooked in mOk That is why there is a 
doubt. 

On the said question, the Purva/pahsa viem is as follows ; — “ The milk 
is meant to be offered. — Why ?— Because, if the sentence is taken to mean — 
(a) that 'the Rice is to be o&ered to Aditya ’ and (6) that 'it should be 
cooked in milk’, — ^it would enjoin two things and hence there would be a 
syntactical split. As a matter of fact, both these ideas are derived from the 
text ; if either one of them is taken as enjoined, the other, even though not 
enjoined, is comprehended all the same ; and in this case there is no syntactical 
split, and it is necessary for us to adopt that interpretation which does not 
involve a syntactical split, — ^iSTow if the fact of the Milk being the receptacle 
of the Rice is taken as enjoined, then the idea of the eoimection with the 
deity Aditya cannot be understood to be implied by it; as tlois latter idea 
has not been expressed anywhere else -on the other hand, if the connection 
with the deity is taken as enjoined,-— then the very fact of the mention of 
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' E,ice ’ and ^ Milk ’ implies that the two things are mixed up and it is this 
mixture that is connected with the deity ; and this naturally leads to the 
conclusion that the has Milh for its receptacle.-— — ‘ What 
the sentence really speaks of are the Bice and Milk, not the mixture of the 
two — Answe ^^ — When the two things are expressed, the very declaration of 
the action implies that they are to be used together, and this implies their being 
mixed ; and as the sentence is one only, the two are taken together. From 
this it is clear that all that is meant to be enjoined is the mere mention of 
the two things ; as for the relation of container and contained between the 
two things, even though it is implied, it cannot be taken as being enjoined. 
The statement has been made in this special form, with a view to indicate 
the Bice. and Milk as mixed together.— Now when the Bice mixed with the 
Milk is offered, the Milk also must become offered. This is -what is meant by 
the term ^ pradhanadurshawam'' found to be actually offered ’) (occurring 
in the 8utra). The Locative Ending (in ' payasi ’) has been used with a 
view to secure the offering of the Bice as cooked in the Milk. Thus it follows 
that this Milk is \for Bating — ^i.e. for the purpose of being offered in 
sacrifice; the term ^bhojana^ (^Eating’) here signifies the sacrifice, on 
account of similarity. — Thus the Milk, being meant for being offered, must 
take in the details that have been prescribed in connection with Milk (to be 
offered ). — Says the Opponent — ‘ Mere offering does not constitute sacrifice ; 
it is only when the offering is made to a Deity that it becomes a sacrifice \ 
Answer — As a matter of fact, inasmuch as both tlie substances (Milk and 
Rice) have been mentioned (as to be offered to Aditya), both of them as 
mixed together are connected with the Deity,— ac9 in the case of 
‘ Honey and Water ’ ; that is, the present case is exactly like the case of the 
* offering to Prajapati ’ which has been laid dowm as consisting of ‘Curds, 
Honey, Clarified Butter, Fried grains and Water ’ ; even though in the case 
in question, the Locative Ending has been used to express the idea ; that 
this is so follows from the fact that the sense of the Locative {i.e. Location) 
is not what is meaut to be predicated, the mere mention (of the Milk) is 
what is intended. Just as in the case of the assertion ‘ odane dudhi datvd 
ahhyavahartavyamd [‘One should put curd into the Bice and then eat it’ 
— where we have the Locative ending in ‘ odane ’], all that is intended is 
the mentioTi of the Rice, and ziot the fact of its being the receptacle or con- 
tainer , — so should it be taken to be in the case in. question also. — From all 
this it follows that the Milk is for being offered, and hence in connection 
with it one should perform all those details that have been Y>rescribed for 
such Milk as is meant to he offered.” 

StJTRA (33). 

[POtbvapaksa — continued] — The pbohibition of CERTAiisr embellish- 
ments ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsyg. 

“It is only in accordance with the above view that we can explain the 
prohibition (in regard to the offering in question) of some of those embellish- 
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iiients tliat have been prescribed in connection with the Milk to he offered ; 
lor instance, there are such prohibitions as— (a) * He removes the calves 
without using the Yajus-Mantra % (6) ‘ He milks the cow in a vessel without 
th© Fmitm-gmm * ; — such prohibition would have some sense only if the 
“Ombellisliments were understood as to be carried out.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[PtjEVAPAKSA — eofiduded ] — '' Also because, week thebe is 

BBOHIBITION OE MH^K, XT IS AVOIBEB EVEN IN THAT 
(MIXEB) FOEM.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“Wherever there is prolubition of milk, it is avoided, by people, even 
‘in that form ; i.e. they avoid what has been wetted with milk, as also what 
has been cooked in milk this is not a property of the substance used for 
■‘Cooking for instance, loater is used for cooking, — and when it is prohibited 
-and oiX is drunk, as there is the prohibition that ‘water should not be 
^drunk % — on© does not drink Rice^gruel or Barley -gruel (because these contain 
water), — ^Then again, simply because the milk is avoided even in that mixed 
tform, the mixture is not regarded as ‘Milk ’ itself ; because the mixture is 
lor the purpose of eating ; — and as milk is treated in ordinary life so should 
it be treated in the case in question; it is this argument from similarity that 
has been indicated here.” 

SDTRA (35). 

XSibbhInta]— It cannot take in the betails ; because thebe is 

NO ^ OFFERING ’ OF IT ; AS IT HAS BEEN ENJOINEB FOB THE 
FUBFOSBS OF THE ' PbANITA ’ VESSEL, ANB THEBE CAN BE 

NO ^mixtube Vof the two things, on account 

OF THBIB NOT BEING HOMOGENEOUS. 

Bhdsya, 

The Milk in question cannot take in the details ; that is to say, the 
details prescribed m connection with the Milk to be offered are not to be 
performed in eomiection with the Milk in question. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
iliere is no offering of it ; i.e. as a matter of fact, the Milk is not offered. — 
“ But when the Rice cooked in Milk is offered, the Milk would certainly be 
■offered ; it is for this reason that it has been laid down that the Rice is to 
•be cooked in MilkF — Not so, we reply ; the Milk is mentioned only for the 
purpose of the cooking of the Rice ; as what is required (for the offering) 
is Cooked Rice ; as without the Cooking, it is not ‘ Gharu ’ (which is what is 
to be offered) ; — and it is not the Milk that is required for being offered ; 
•in fact nowhere is the Milk spoken of as to he offered, — “ How so ? ” — 
Because, as a matter of fact, it has been enjoined for the purposes of the 
Pranltd vessel. — “ But this interpretation involves a syntactical split, on 
which ground, it has been already rejected above, and it has also been 
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pointed out that in the case in question, the substance that is offered is the- 
mixed one (Milk and Rice),” — Our answer to this is that there can he no 
mixture of the two things, on account of their not being homogeneous ; Milk and 
Rice are not homogeneous ; and Milk m clearly spoken of as the receptacle of 
the Rice ; — ^it is the Cooked Bice that is spoken of as the substance ifo be offered ; 
— even though the fact of the Milk being something to be offered is imjpKed 
(by the fact of its being the substance in which the Rice has been cooked), 
yet this implication is set aside by the direct assertion (tlirough the Locative 
Ending) of the Milk being only the receptacle of the Rice. — As regards the 
syntactical split, there is no such split involved ? because the sentence would 
not be construed as ^ payasi charuh ^ the rice in Milk*), — but as ^ payasi 
ddityah^ (‘the offering to is in Milk*) ; so that both {‘Rice* and 

‘ Milk ’) would be connected with -if ; the whole sentence being construed 
as — " Adityah payasi-ddityah charuh^ ; so that both the words ^charu^ 
and ^ payaiy would be related to one and the same word ’’ Adity ah 
thus there would bo a single sentence, and there would be no chance of a 
s^mtactical split ; the meaning of the whole being that ‘ the substance offered 
to Adilya has the IMilk for its receptacle — From all this it follows that 
the details related to the Milh to he offered are not to be performed in con- 
nection with the Milk in question. * 

SUTRA (36). 

The OTHEB text ^VOELD be a mere statement oe fact. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the indicative text that has been cited (under Su. 33) in 
support of the Purmpahsa view — Ayajusd vatsdnapdkaroti apavitramti 
gdndohayaii \ — tliis does not suppoi’t the Purvapalcsa view ; in fact it is 
only a statement of fact ; it only describes the well-known fact that ‘because 
the Mill? is not going to he offered, the calves are not set aside with the 
Yaj'us-Mantra, nor is the cow milked in a vessel covered with the Pavitra- 
grass *. — But the mere statement of a fact serves no useful purpose 
The answer to tliis is that we are not considering whether or not it serves 
a useful puipose ; ail that we are discussing is the exact significatioii of the 
sentence ; and what the sentence signifies is that ‘ the calves are set aside 
without the use of the Yaju§-Mantra and the cow is not milked in a vessel 
covered with the Pavitra-grass" ; and both these — the Yafus -Mantra and 
the Pauitra , — are precluded from the Milk in question simply on the gi’ound 

of its not being meant ifo 6e oj^ered. 

SUTRA (37). 

Ob, it may be the pbohibition of what has been 

ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

Or, the sentence cited may be taken as containing the prohibition of 
what has been enjoined ; in connection with some cases, it has been enjoined 
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that * the calves are to be set aside with the Yajus-Mantra ; the cow is to be 
, milked in a vessel covered with the Favitra-grass and the prohibition of 
„ these in eonneotion with the case in question serves a distinctly useful pnrpose^ 

SUTRA (38). 

'BV SEASON OF THE SAID PbOHIBITION, INASMUCH AS IT FOBMS THE 

SUBOBDINATE FACTOE IN THE AVOIDANCE, — THE DEINKING OF 
, , MILK, BY ITSELF IS DUE TO A SPECIAL CAUSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that— When milk is prolhbited, things sprinkled 
with milk or mixed with milk are also avoided ’’ ; — our answ’er to tins is 
that in ordinary life such avoidance of things mixed with milk is only right ; 
as it is the milk that has been prohibited ; as a matter of fact, whenever 
milk is eaten, it comes in only as a subordinate factor in the food ; and the 
prohibition of what comes in serves a distinctly useful purpose ; what does 
not come in,— the prohibition of that can serve no useful purpose. — “ But 
milk is often eaten by itself — The answer to this is* that when milk is 
eaten by itself, ii is due to a special cause ; i.e. milk is eaten by itself only 
by one who has taken a vow to do it, or by way of medicine ; genex'ally it is 
not so eaten. Hence, since milk is a subordinate factor, the sense of the 
pFolnibition of Milk can only be that ‘ one should not eat things mixed with 
milk\ ^ . 

SUTRA (39). 

It may also be tbbated as an obsebvange, — as in the case 

OF THE ' SMEABING’. 

BMsya, 

Why is not the following explanation given of the Prohibition ? — It. 
should he treated as an observance ; just as, when it is said that ‘ the ReJ^fbui 
Student should not eat meat they avoid even the smearings of 
Ladle, — -so, in the case in question also, when it is said that ‘ should 
not foe drunk’, they would avoid also those things that are or 

mixed with: milk. 

SUTRA (40). 

But (in the case cited) what is fkohibited is the taste ; 

AS IT IS A PBOPEBTY AFFEBTAINING TO THE MaN. 



But the above explanation is not the right one. — ^The term ‘ w ’ C but ’) 
implies the rejection of the explanation suggested above, 

“ Why (should not the explanation be accepted as right) ? ” 
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Because the observance is a property appertaining to the Man ; that is, 
^ the avoidance of meat ’ by the Eeligious Student is meant to accomplish a 
transcendental result ; hence if one eats ever so little of it as just gives the 
taste of meat, it constitutes a transgression ; and its undesirable character 
►does not depend upon the manifestation of any such visible effects as the 
catching of cold and the like.-— Tt is not so in the case of Milk ; hence the 
previous explanation given by tis is the right one. 
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ADHiKARAisrA (10) : At the ^ AhhyudayesU^ the details 
connected with '‘ what is to he offered ’ should be 
formed in connection with the ' curd ’ and 
the ^boiled milk\ 

SUTRA (41). 

At the rise of the Mooh, the ' dissociation of the Milking " 

SHOULD TAKE IN ITS OWN DETAILS, BECAUSE IT IS ALREADY 
IN OPERATION. 

^ Bhdsya, 

There is the following text—* Vi vd enam .... dadhamshcharum . . . 
shf^e charum ’ [wherein the performance of an Isti is laid down] ; what 
form the subject-matter of the present Adhikarana are the two phrases 
occurring {‘Rice cooked in curds’) and 

* ’ {‘ Rice cooked in boiled milk ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^In connection 
with the ‘ curds ’ and the ‘ boiled milk are there to be performed all those 
details relating to the^Milk offered at sacrifices — or not ? 

The Pufvapahsa view is as follows : — “ They should not be performed j — 
why ? — because there is no offering of these, — as they have been enjoined for 
the purposes of the Pramtd vessel, — and as they are not homogeneous, there 
can he no mixture of these ivith the Bice (Sutra 35, embodying the Siddhdnta 
of the preceding Adi^fterana).” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^'The ‘ milking ’ 
that has been ‘ dissociated ’ from the particular deity, — by reason of the 
occasion of the ‘ rise ' (of the Moon), — should fake in all its details ; i.e. all 
the details related to the milk to be offered at sacrifices should be per- 
formed. — “Why ?” — Because the Milk as well as the Curd has come in 
only for the purpose of being offered; — and because it is for being offered, 
therefore naturally the details related to the sacrificial offering also come 
in. There are reasons why these details should come in ; while there are 
none why they should be excluded. — “ But the Curd and the Milk in question 
have been enjoined for the purpose of the Pranitd vessel — ^Not so, we 
reply ; for if it were so then there would be a S3mtactieal split, — one part 
declaring the fact of the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ being for the sake of the Deity, and 
the other that of the Curd and Milk being for the purpose of the ‘ Cooked 
Rice’, — “In fact the Cooked Rice is related to the Deity, and so also are the 
Curd and Milk ; and hence there is no syntactical split — This is not possible 
the previous sentence ‘ TrMhd tandulan vibhajU ’ has already gone before de- 
claring that ‘ a division (of the Rice) shoxild be made’ ; and then there comes 
the following sentence laying down the details of that ‘ division ’ — ‘ Ye 
sthaviathdh, etc. ’ [‘ The coarser rice being cooked in curds for Indra- 
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Pradatr, and the finer rice cooked in boiled milk for Visnu-sMpwista^]; so 
that the division of Curd and Milk also should be taken as asserted. Thus, 
if the Curd and the Milk which have to be divided were asserted to be for 
the purposes of the Pmni^d vessel also, then there would be S3?ntaetical 
split ; — hence these two (Curd and Milk) cannot be taken as enjoined for 
the purposes of the Frmilta vessel. And when what is expressed by the 
Locative ending is not enjoined (predicated), what becomes connected with 
the Deity is what is expressed by the basic noun, on the strength of 
syntactical connection. Thus both the Curd and the Milk, along with the 
Cooked Bice, become connected with the Deity ; — one portion of the Cooked 
Bice, that cooked in Curd, being meant for Indra-Praddtr, When several 
kinds of tilings are divided, it is said— ‘ Gems should be collected in the 
golden dish, — ^tlhs will he one portion, the share of Devadatta ; gold has 
been put into the silver dish, — this is another portion, the share of Vimu- ■ 
mitra \ — it is understood that the two dishes together form two shares, on 
the groimd that the sentence lays down a division, and the two dishes are 
distinct ; in this case what is signified by the Locative ending is regarded to 
be a mere rej-erence. In the same manner, in the case in question, on the 
ground of the sentence laying down a division, — and because the Curd and 
the Milk are mentioned as distinct from one another, — it is understood that 
there is one share (for Indra-Praddtr) (consisting of the Bice cooked in Curd ) ; 
and inasmuch as what is signided by the Locative ending is already 
got at by implication, it can be regarded as a mere reference (or reiteration). 
— From all this it follows that the Curd and the Milk are meant to be offered ; 
and hence in connection with the Curd and Milk all those details should be 
performed which are connected with offering. 

SUTBA (42). 

Also because of the injuitction of the ' boiled 

MILK ’ , 

BMsya: 

For the following reason also the Details connected with offering should 
be performed in connection with the Curd and the Milk, both of which are 
meant to be offered. — “For what reason ? ’’—There is injunction of the 
‘Boiled Milk’ as an established entity, in the words ‘rice cooked in curd, 
rice cooked in boiled milk ^ this would be possible only in the event of the 
details having been performed ; otherwise the ‘ boiling’ would not be done 
and the ‘Boiled Milk’ could not be enjoined as an established entity. — 
For this reason also we conchide that the Details related to offerings should 
be perforrned in connection with the Curd and the Milk in question. 



ADHiKAitANA (11) : At the ^ Pashuhama-^Isti \ the ^ details 
related to offerings ' should not he performed. 

StJTEA (43). 

Ik fact, thebe shoijlb be dissociation* ; beoadse it has been 

EKJOIKED FOB AKOTHEB PURPOSE, — ^LmE THE CoOKED 

Rice and Mile. 

Ehdsya, 

There is the Fashuhdma-Isti laid down in the following text — ' Yah 
pashukamah sydt so^mdmsydmistvd mtsdnapdhurydt ; . . . ye ksodistkd- 
etdnagnaye sanimate \stdkapdlannirvapet, ye madliyamastdn vimiave shipi- 
mstdya shrte charum^ ye sthavistlmstdnindrdya praddtre dadhamshcharum * 
[‘ One who desires offspring should set aside the calves after having offered 
the Darsha sacrifice; ... of the finer grains he should make a cake baked 
upon eight pans and offer it to Agni-sanmmt ; the middle-sized rice -grains 
he should cook in boiled milk and offer it to Visnu-shipivieUx ; the coarser 
grains of rice he shall cook in curd and offer it to Indra-Praddtr^], The 
expressions ‘ dadhani charum ’ ( ‘ rice cooked in curd ’ ) and ‘ shrte churum » 
(‘rice cooked in boiled milk’) form the subject-matter of the present 
enquirj^ 

In regard to these, there arises the question — In connection with the 
XJurd and the should, or should not, one perform those details relating 

to Milk which have been prescribed in regard to Milk to he offered ? 

The Ptirvapaksa view is that — ‘tin accordance with the conclusion of the 
foregoing Adhiharanat the details in question should be performed; as the 
Vedic text is similar in both cases ; and here also the ‘ boiled milk ’ has 
been mentioned as a well-established entity ; all this can be explained only 
if there are details related to the offering ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — ^In fact, there should 
he dissociation oi the details ; because in the ease in question, the Milk has 
been enjoined for another purpose, not for the purpose of being offered ; as 
is clear from the use of the Locative Ending ; — as in the case of the ‘ Cooked 
Mice and Milk ’ ; just as in the ease ot the Prdyanlya-charu (dealt with under 
Adhikarana 9)^ the details relating to Milk to he offered are not performed 
in connection with the Milk,— on the ground of the presence of the Locative 
Ending, — similarly should it be in the case in question also. 

StJTRA (44). 

The mention of ' Boiled Milk ’ is fob the purpose of indication. 

Bhd§yd. 

It has been argued that “ the has been mentioned as a 

well-established entity”. — That does not affect our position ; the ‘boiling’ 
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spoken of will indicate the substance ; in fact the ‘ boilihg ’ is already implied 
in the term ‘ Cooked Rice ’ itself ; hence the ‘ boiling ’ serves only to indicate' 
the substance related to the boiling ; — ^the sense being ‘ the rice is cooked 
in a substance vMch is boiling \ — ^From all this it follovrs that in the case* 
in question, the details relating to the Milh to he offered should not be 
performed. ; 


Adhikarana (12) : In connection with the ^ mixings ^ at 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice^ the details relating to ' things 
to he offered ’ should not he performed. 

SOTRA (45). 

; IMbYAPAKSA]— InASM AS IT IS SOMETHING NEW, THE ' MlXINGS ^ ' 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED FOB THE PUBPOSE OF BEING 

OFFEBED.’' 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Payasd maitrdvarunam 
shrlndti, sakttibhinmmthinani, dhdndbhirhdHyojanam, hiranyena shuhram, 
djyena pdtnivaiam ’ [ * He naixes with Milk the cnp dedica ted to Mitravarw^,, — 
with floiir, that dedicated to Manthin, — ^with fried grains, that dedicated to 
Hariyojana, — ^with gold, that dedicated to Shuhra, — with clarified butter, 
that dedicated tp ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the details relating 
things to he offered to be performed in connection with these ‘mixings’ — 
or not ? 

Question — “Why should there be any doubt in this matter ? ” 

Ansioer — If these ‘ mixings ’ are meant to be offered, then the details 
should be performed ; if they are not meant to be offered, then they should 
not be performed. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The mixings 
are meant to be offered, and hence the details relating to things to be ofiered 
should be performed. As a matter of fact, the mixing brings about two 
results — (I) the Soma, -juke becomes mixed with the milk (and other things), 
and (2) when the mixture is offered as a libation, the milk also becomes 
connected with the libation offered ; — ^when the Somaffuiee becomes mixed 
with milk, we do not perceive any benefit conferred on the Soma nice by 
being mixed with the milk ; while if the milk becomes connected with the 
offering, there is a benefit brought to the offering, in the form of its being 
accomplished. If the mixing is done with the view that the substance 
mixed should become connected with the offering, — ^then the Mixing is 
found to be of use through the visible benefit ; — it being declared that ‘ when 
an offering is made with milk, it becomes highly efficacious On the other 
hand, in the other case (if the mixing were taken as meant only for mixing 
the Sonut with the other substance), it would be necessary to assume a 
benefit conferred on the Soma by the mixing [and such a benefit could only 
be something imperceptible, transcendental]. Hence the conclusion is that 
when the Soma- juice is mixed with milk, it is done only with the view that 
the mixture may be connected with the injunction of the actual act of 
offering. At the original sacrifice itself, there is no mixing (of Soma) with 
14 
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any other substance ; therefore the milk in question cannot be taken as 
enjoined in place of that other substance,-— because the Soma is something 
muK — ^From all this it follows that the Milk should be regarded as enjoined 
for the purpose of being offered; and hence the details connected with 
the Milk to be offered should be performed.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Siddhaota] — In beality, it should be taken as a seoondaey 

FACTOE, SEBVING THE PUEPOSE OF ' MIXING h 

Bhasya, 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

In fact, the Milk should be taken as a secondary factor, subordinate 
to the Soma ; — not as a substance to be offered ; because it has not been 
mentioned as sometliing to be offered; in fact, it has been spoken of merely 
as Boraetliing subserving the purposes of the Soma, 

SUTRA (47). 

Also because it is not mentioned. 

Bhasya, 

As a matter of fact, the Milk is not connected with either the Libation 
or the Injunction of the Performance. — ^That it is not mentioned (as to be 
so connected) is clear from the fact, that it serves a different purpose alto- 
gether. Even though the Milk may be actually seen to be thrown into the 
fire (along with Sorm-juice), yet, it is not by the Milk that the sacrificial 
offering is accomplished ; it is only when the substance is directly connected 
with a Beity that the giving becomes an ‘ offering ’ ; — and in the case in 
question there is no direct connection between the Milk and the Deity ; — 
the declaration is that ‘ one takes up the cup dedicated to Mitra-Varuna %— 
not ‘the Milk dedicated to Mitra-Varuna\ — Thus there being no visible 
purpose served by the Milk, some imperceptible embellishment of the Soma 
is assumed as brought about by the mixing (of the Milk) consequently the 
Details related to what is to he offered are not to be performed in the case 
in question. 

SUTRA (48). 

Also because the Vbdic text also makes the Soma the 

PEBDOMINANT EACTOE. 

Bhasya* 

For the following reason also the Milk should be regarded as subserving 
the purposes of the For what reason ? text makes 
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ihe Boma the predominant factor ; becanse of the use of the Accusative Ending 
(in the, word that stands for Soma) ; 'which clearly shows that it is the Soma 
that, is the most desired as to be accomplished by means of the *, mixing *. ■ 

SUTBA (49). 

Thebe - is also' a beolamatoby assebtioist to the same 

EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

There is a declamatory assertion also to the effect that the * Mixing ' 
is for the sake of the Bo^na — ‘ Ba mitro^hravU payasaiva mie somxim shrman ’ 
Mitra said mix up the Soma for me vnih. milk ’] ; and he did not say ‘ they 
should offer milk to rne ’ ; all that he said means ‘they should embellish 
the Soma with milk — ^From this also it follows that the ‘ mixing ’ is for 
the sake of the 

SUTRA (50). 

Also because it is found along with Embellishments. Fob these 

beasons the Soma should be begabbed as the pbe- 
dominant factob. 

Bhdsya. 

The text speaking of the ‘ mixings ’ occurs along with Embellishments ; 
that is, the assertions ‘ Mixes with milk the cup dedicated to Mitra- Varuna ’ 
and the rest occur where there are texts speaking of Embellishments ; and 
inasmuch as this ‘ mixing ’ is found spoken of in a context dealing mostly 
with Embellishments, it follows that it also is an Embellislunent. Such a 
notion frequently follows the fact of a certain context dealing preponderat- 
ingly with one sort of thing ; for instance, when a certain writing is found 
along with a large number of fine writings, it also comes to be regarded as 
j^ne. 

From all this it follows that the Mixing is not to be connected with 
the details relating to what is to he offered. 


Adhikaeana (13) : At the AshvartrMha Sacrifice, the text 
A IshaTiaya parasvatah, etcA lays down a distinct 
'' sacrificed 

StJTRA (51). 

[PPiivapaksa] — “ The intention must be that those that have been 

^ SAKCTIFIED ’ SHOULD BE LET LOOSE *, AS IN THE CASE OF 
‘ DEFOSITIKO 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Ashmmidha it is declared — ‘ Ishdndya parasvata. 
dlabheta ’ One should do the dlamhha of wild animals for Ishdna ’] ; and 
in reference to the same, it is added— ‘ Paryagnihrtddmranydn utsrjanti ^ 
[‘ They give up the wild animals after they have been sanctified ’]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question — the dlamhha of the wild 
animals to be done only for the purpose of giving them away * 

in this case meaning touching^ ? — Or does ‘ giving away ’ stand only for the 
omission of the rest of the Rites, — the meaning being that ' those that ha^^e 
been embellished with the rites ending with should be given 

(offered) (without the subsequent rites being performed) [in this case ^ dlam- 
hha ’ standing for actual sacrificing] ? 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows * — What is 
enjoined here is the giving up of the thingy and the dla/mhha^ i.e. ‘ touching’,, 
also is only for the purpose of giving up. — ^How so ? — By this interpretation, 
the (second) sentence lays down the giving up which has not been enjoined 
elsewhere and thus speaks of it by Direct Assertion ; otherwise (under the- 
other interpretation) it would only be reiterating the giving away, which 
has been already enjoined (in the first sentence) ; and it would be only 
tlie affix which could speak of the ' proliibition ’ (omission of the remaining 
rites) as indicated by 8\iitactical Connection ; — and Direct Assertion is 
more autllo^tati^'e than Syntactical Connection. Under the circumstances, 
the connection of the animals with the Deity would rest only in their 
touched; the sense of the two sentences being — ‘The wild animals should 
be touched with reference to Ishdna, and after the rite of sanctification has 
been performed, they should be given up (let go)’. — .4*^ m the case of 
‘ depositing ’ ; i.e. there is the text — ‘ Mtat hhalu sdhsddannam ya 
charuh — ya enani charumupadadhdti ’ Cooked Rice is verily food itself ; — 
he who deposits this cooked rice, etc. ’] ; where the Cooked Rice is secured 
only for being deposited ; — similarly in the case in question also, the 
Toudhing of the wild animals should be only for heing given up."' 
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SUTEA (52). 

[SiBDHiNTA]— I n ■ liBALITY, IT IS THE FBOHIBITION OF THE REST; AS 

(otherwise) THERE WOULD BE HO SENSE ; — JUST AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE EXPRESSION ' IDANTA 

BJidsya. 

Ill realit}', wliat is asserted in this sentence is the prohibition of the 
rest of the rites. — How so ? — As, otherwise, there ivoiild be no sense ; i.e. 
the sentence * Ishdndya pma^ata dlahheta ’ would have no sense at ail, 
if the ^ dlmnhhad (here spoken of) were only for the purpose of ' giving up \ 
— Why ? ” — Because in that case, at the time of the ' dlmnbha ’ itself, 
the Adhvaryii priest would know that the animals are not going to be offered 
to I shdna ; — and knowing tliis, he would have no such determination as 
that ‘ these should be got hold of for being offered to Ishdnu’ ; hence 
what the sentence expresses being impossible to do, it becomes useless; 
because the determination can only be in the form that ‘ these animals are 
to be offered to ; hence it follows that what is enjoined by the 

term, t diambha is the act of ojfermg itself; — and when the act of offering 
is what is ©njoiiied, the second sentence — ^ Paryagjiilcrtdn utarjantd ^ — can b© 
taken only as laying down a particular detail in reference to the ‘ giving 
up h— -the idea conveyed being that ‘ they give up (i.e. offer) the animals 
in this manner (i.e. after the performance of the ‘‘ Paryagni ’’ sanctification, 
without waiting for the performance of the other rites) *. 

Question — “What is the partimlar detail that is laid down ? Is it the 
time for the Paryagni-sanctiflcation — ^th© idea being that they give away 
the animal at such and such a time ? 

Hot so, w© reply. There is no vrord in the text signifying time. And 
if time ivere enjoined, then it would mean the preclusion of another time, 
not of other details. 

. “ Then, does the sentence enjoin that the thing should be given away 

after the Par^agm-sanetification has been done ? ” 

Even this is not so ; it is not the bringing about of the Paryagni-sanctifi- 
cation that is asserted here ; if that were so, then, that would preclude all 
other details, those preceding as well as those following the Paryagni- 
sanctification, 

“ What then is it that is asserted ? 

It is that ‘ it should be given away as soon as the Paryagni-sanctification 
has been done 

“ Does it mean that it should be given away in that condition ? 

No, we reply ; the idea is obtained from the General Law itself that 
the animal should be given away in that condition. The word too is not 
expressive of the preclusion of other conditions (of the animals). In fact, 
if the animal is given away at the time indicated by the General Law, then 
it is one which has passed through the Paryagni-sanGtification, If it meant 
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a preclusion of other conditions, then what would be precluded would be 
those details that come after the Paryagni and before the giving away ^ — 
not those that come after the giving away. 

What then is the meaning of the sentence ? 

That the animal should be given up exactly as it becomes, on the per™ 
formance of the Faryagni-sanctiflcation, 

the animal as having the said sanctification performed over it 
is akeady indicated by the General Law itself.’’ 

The answer to this is that the fact of the said sanctification appertaining 
to the animal has been reiterated in this sentence, for the purpose of pre- 
cluding^ the other details ; the meaning being that the animal should be 
given up after only those details have been performed over it which end 
with the Paryagni-sanctification i so that the (other) details that would com© 
in under the General Law become excluded — and no other details are 
performed. 

“ But how can the words of the sentence preclude these other details ? ” 

They can do so, we reply. 

“How?” 

When all the needs of the Principal Act have been met by the 
details directly laid down by the sentence (i.e. those ending with Paryagni)^ 
its eomiection with the other details indicated by the General Law, which 
can only be indirect, remains no longer possible. 

From all this it follows that the sentence in question precludes the 
subsequent rites. 


SUTRA (53). 

InASM'CJCH as mERE IS A WORD WITH ae: ahteoedent, the term 
SSamsthIpayati ' (' completes ’) woeld be inexplicable 

IF THE SACBIFICB HAD NOT COMMENCED,' ' : 

BMsya, 

There is a word with an antecedent, i.e. preceded by the commencement 
of the sacrifice,-— in the form of the text fAfymia shesam samsthdpayati^ 
C Completes the rest with clarified butter’) ; it is only if the sacrifice has 
been commenced that the term " completes ’ — ^which connotes finishing — - 
can have any sense ; this sacrifice becoming similar to the other sacrifice, 
through its completion. If there had been no sacrifice commenced already, 
— and there were only the giving up of the animals, — then this would not 
bo similar to any other sacrifice, through completion, and in that case, the 
term ‘completes’ would have no sense. — From this also it follows that 
tliez'o is preclusion of the rest of the rites. 
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";SUTEui (54). 

AS,®a;EY ARE PROMFTEB BY THE SACRIFICB, IF THERE WERE NO SACRIFICEj, 

THEBE WOULD BE NO PEBFOB2^IANOE OE THE RlTES OF EM- 

' BELLISHAIENT AS THESE ABE PERFORMED ONLY FOB .'THE , 

SAKE OF SACRIFICES ; — JUST AS 'WHEN THERE ABE ' , 

NO Pbayajas, there is no takino up of 
THE Clarified Butter. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra explains the purpose (of the present discussion). 

If the mere giving up of the thing were taken as enjoined {and no 
sacrifice), then there would be no performance of the rites of embelUshfnent.— 
‘‘ Why ? Because the prompting of the- embellishments is due to the 
sacrifice ; so that if there were no sacrifice, why should the rites of embellish- 
ment be performed ? Because they are always prompted by sacrifices. 
Just as when there are no Praydjas, the Clarified Butter to be used at them 
is not taken up, — i.e. there is no taking up of the Olarified Butter. That is to 
say, in those cases in regard to wliich it has been declared that ‘ they are 
without Praydjas and without Anuydjas ’,~~-as the Praydjas are not there, 
the Clarified Butter to be used at them is not taken up ; — similarly in the 
case in question, the Rites of embellisliment would not be performed. 

SUTRA (55). 

There must be performance (of the Rites) — ^whbn thebe is pre- 

CLUSION ; OTHERWISE, NON -PERFORMANCE WOULD BE SUBVERSIVE 
OF THE WHOLE. 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ Even if we accept the view that the sentence in question 
precludes the rest of the Rites, — even then, would the Rites of Embellishment 
be not performed ? *’ 

Not so ; under the view of the preclusion of the rest, there would 
certainly be the performane© of the Rites of Embellisliment; because in 
that case, there is a sacrifice^ and hence all the details of the sacrifice should 
be performed if there were no sacrifice, then alone would there be non- 
performance of the embellishments, and this would be subversive of the 
whole ; — as a matter of fact, however, under the said view, the sacrifice is 
there; — hence ail the embellishments have to he performed under the 
view that the sentence in question asserts the preclusion of the rest of the 
rites. 



Adhikabaka (14) : The sentence Ajyma shesam sam^ 
sthdpayati ^ lays down a distinct sacrificial act 

SUTRA (56). 

[PCTbvapaksa-— The eebeoemanoe with Clabified 

BtTTTEB SHOXJED BE BEOABDED AS A StTBSTITTTTE, BECAUSE 
THEBE IS GIVIHG AWAY OE THE THING.’ 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text ^ Paryagnihrtam patmvatamutsrjatV [' Gives away tlie 
Fdtmmta which has had the Paryagni’Sanctifimtion performed’]; and in 
coimection with this, there is the tether declaration — ^ Ajyena sMsam 
saThsthdpayati " [‘Completes the rest with Clarified Butter’], 

In regard to this, there arises the question- — Is the Clarified Butter to 
be regarded as a siibstitiite at the Rite that has gone before I — Or does the 
second sentence lay down a totally distinct Rite with Clarified Butter as the 
substance? 

On this question, the Pmvapaksa view is as foliow'S : — It should be 
regarded as a substitut6,-~~Why ?— The term ' patnlvata'' signifies a 
certain things — ^the term "utsrjati' (‘gives away’) lays dowm the giving 
away of that thing ; — the term ‘ sM§am ’ (‘ the rest ’ ) denotes what remains 
after certain things have been used; so that when it is declared that ‘One 
completes the rest with Clarified Butter what is done is that Clarified 
Butter becomes declared as to be used in place of the animal (which has 
been given away). — ‘ But it has been said that the preceding Rite has been 
finished’. — The answ^er to that is that, there being the clear assertion of the 
giving away of the thing, — and the term ‘ rest ’ being still unexplained* — 
it is suspected that the preceding Rite has not been finished ; and it is for this 
reason that the Clarified Butter has been laid down as a substitute ; — such 
is our idea ; specially as the sanisthdpayati ’ (‘ completes ’) cannot be 

applicable to an absolutely fresh Rite.” 

SUTRA (57). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA — the text speaks of 
‘ Completion 

BMsya. 

“ The above idea of om’s is supported by the following consideration 
also : — The term ‘ samsthdpayati ’ speaks of completion ; from which we 
conclude that ‘ the Rite that was originally commenced with the animal, is 
completed by means of Clarified Butter, oitQV the animal has been given 
away — If the latter w^ere a fresh rite, then it would be necessary to find 
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:xa: previousv' deciara^^ commencement ; as a matter of fact, 

lioweyer, without making any mention of the mmifmnc^ymnt^ the text goes 
•on to speak of the cofnpUtion ; fromtiiis we conclude that the ‘ completion ’ 
spoken of is that of a previous rite, and it is not a fresh rite that is 
■^inentioned/-’ ' 

'SUTRA (58). ; 

'[SiBBHANTA] — lx REALITY, IT MUST BE . REGARDED AS THE mJUNCTIOX 
,GF A ERESH BITE; BECAUSE THE PREOEDIXG RITE HAS SEEK 
finished; SPECIALLY- AS IT IS NOT DIFFERENT 

FROM OTHERS. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, it should be taken as the injunction of a distinct Rite. — 
Why t— Became the preceding rite has been finished . — But it has been 
explained (under Su. 56) that there being the clear assertion of giving 
mmy, dbnd the term ‘rest ’ being still unexplained, it is suspected that the 
preceding rite has not been finished — ^The answer to that is as follows ; — 
Both these (grounds of suspicion) are thus removed — (A) The verb 
^ samsthdpmjati^ (‘completes’) is connected with the original term 
^ pdtnlvaM ’ ; the sense thus is that ‘ he completes the Pdtmvata offering ’ ; 
so that it is a sacrificial-offering that is enjoined here. The word ‘ samsthd- 
payati ’ is deiived from the causal root ‘ sthdpa ’ with the prefix ‘ sam ’ ; 
— when it is necessary to use some such root with the prefix ‘ sam ’ as may 
be expressive of the ‘ bhdvand ’ (activity), — and when this hhdva'nd comes to 
b© expressive, the particular root used is ‘ ’ wliich is not in- 

compatible with the context ; just in the same way as the root ‘ dlabhati ’ 
has been used in the previous sentence.— -(B) As for the term ‘ shesa ’ {‘ rest ’), 
it has been used through similarity (between the two acts expressed by the 
two roots ^ dlabhati \ and ' samsthdpayati ’).— Lastly, as for the ‘ giving away 
■of the thing there is nothing in it that is incompatible with the sacrificial- 
offering that is spoken of. From all this we conclude that just as other 
verbs — like ‘ Nirvapati ’ (‘ ofiers ’) and the like— are used for the enjoining 
of distinct rites, so also is the verb ‘ samsthdpayati ’ in the present instance ; 
specially as it is not different from the others. 

SUTRA (59). ” 

It is for this reason that the text indicates THE WELL-KNOWN 
‘ NON-SACRIFICIAL character ’ OF THE VaNASPATI- OFFERING. 

Bhdsya. 

It is for this reason that there is a text speaking of the ^well-known 
non-sacrificial character ’ of the Vanaspati-offering. — “ How ? ” — ^The text 
is as follows — ‘ Yat tvastdrancha vanaspatimdvdhayasyatha vainau ya — 
k^asi tvdstrl navami praydfejyd vdnaspatyd dashamyatraivaitdvistau vidydt 
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where it said that the Vanaepati-^offering is helped in its completion by 
another subsidiary detail ; and tliis indicates the absence of the Vanaspati- 
offering ;’ — ^when the rest of it is finished, then alone we have the words 
^ offers the Vanaspati -libation h If the previous offering had been finished, 
then it would have disappeared ; and then alone would it be justifiable to 
indicate its absence. Hence the conclusion must be that the previous 
oSering has been finished, and the second offering is an entirely distinct act. 

SUTRA ( 60 ). 

It : HAS' BEEN SPOKEH OF ' AS' .‘HAiviSTHlFAYATI ’ BEOAXJSE OF 
THE DEITY BErNG THE' .SAM32. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (by t\m Fiirmpahdn) that— “The use of the verb 
‘ samsihdpayaU ^ wouli not be justifiable if it were a distinct act*’ ; — this 
has got to be refuted. Our answer is as follows: — The name ^ samsthd^ 
(‘completion’) has been applied here to what is not really a ^ samsthd^ 
(completion) ; and the rite has the semblance of being a completion (con- 
tinuation) of the preceding rite of the Pdtnlvata^ on the ground of the deity 
being the same in both eases. Thus it is on the basis of this similarity 
that the term ^ samsthd^ has been used. 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya IX. 


End of Adhydya IX. 



ADHYAYA X. 

PABA I. 

Adhikabana (1) ; Those details of the Archetypal Sacrifice 
whose need is no longei^ there should not he performed 
at the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — iNASMtrCH AS THE BKTIBE PKOCEDITEE IS TEAK'S- . 

FBEBED TO THE OTHEE CONTEXT, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD BE 
peefoemed/’ 

BMsya. 

The subject of ‘ Modification ’ (Olia) has been dealt with in the pre- 
ceding discouiNS© ; w© are now going to deal with 'Exclusion* Bddka*) 
and ^Inclusion’ {'‘Ahhyuchchaya^). When one idea that has been con- 
ceived as ‘ this is so ’ is, on other grounds, said to be ' wrong it is a case 
of ‘ Bddha * (Exclusion, Annulment) ; — and when the idea that ‘ this is 
her© * is accompanied by the idea ‘ this other thing also is here it is a case 
oi * Abhyuchckaya^ (Inclusion, Combination, Aggregation). 

The question that is considered first of all is — [When the details of the 
Archetype are ‘ transferred ’ to the Ectype by virtu© of the General Law 
that ‘the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype], are all the details 
of the Archetype to be performed at the Ectype ? Or is there sorxiething 
that is to be excluded ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as 
the entire procedure,- — of the Archetype — is transferred to the other context — i.e.. 
to the Ectype, — ^without any distinction, — ^it follows that any and every 
detail that appertains to the Archetype is to be performed at the Ectype,- — 
even those for whom the need may have disappeared. — ^^¥hy so ? — Because 
the direct assertion makes all the details applicable to the Ectype ; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion. — How do you know tha,t there 
is such a Direct Assertion?’ — ^The entire body of details pertaining to the 
Archetype is i’equired, — by way of a supplementary declaration, — by all the 
injunctions bearing upon the Ec%pe ; so that all tliis becomes connected with 
the injunction bearing upon the Ectype in the same manner as it does with 
that of the Archetype ; and there is no distmction between the two cases. 
Hence in the case of the Krsnalas (gold pieces, theA are used as the offering 
substance at an Ectype, in the place of cakes), just as cooking is done (as 
is going to be established under Su, 10, 2, 1-2), — even though it cannot serve 
the same purpose at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype, — so also 
should the threshing and other details be done, even though all this also 
cannot serve the piupose at the Ectype that it serves at the Archetype.” 





SHABAliA-BHlsyA ! 

SUTRA (2). 

;[SrDDHA'NTA]— I n bbality, it is only, when the need is theee that 

THE ‘ MANTRA THE ‘ EMBELLISHMENT ' AND THE ' SDBSTANCE ' 

ARB TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ARE FOR THAT 
PDRPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase 'apivd^ (‘iii reality’) signifies the rejection of the above 
..■view, "• ■ ’ ■ V ■ ' 

It is not right that all the details of the Archetype should be performed 
at the Eetype; in fact, in some cases, ‘ the Mantra or the Embellishment 
or the Substance’ bec'onie excluded, when its need has ceased. — “Why 
so 1 ” — As a matter of fact, the Mantra or the Embellishment or the 
Substance is used only when there is need for it, not when thei'e is no need ; 
because everyone of those is enjoined as to be used for the purpose of 
something else, never for itself. ' 

“ It has been already explainecL that even when the need for an act has 
ceased, the act is done, on the strength of Vedie texts ; for instance, the 
cooking is done to gold-pieces (though there is no need for cooking in their 
case).” 

There is no Vedic text laying down the use of what is not needed. As 
a matter of fact, the Eetype is not syntactically connected with those 
subsidiary details tliat appertain to the Archetype ; the idea derived is not 
that ^ the desired result should be obtaiaed by the performance of the Ectypal 
mcrifico — how ? — ^by means of the subsidiary details of the Archetype ’ ; 
the idea really is that *' the result is to be obtained by the performance of the 
Eetype, just as it was obtained by that of the Archety|->e 

“ How so ? ” 

What is needed for the Result is a particular functioning of the 
sacrifice, not merely Functioning in general. In reference to tiie Archetype, 
this ' functioning of the sacrifice ’ is found to be set forth and recapitulated 
in the declaration of the entire procedure ; and it can tlierefore be sought 
after, and is capable of being sought after, to supply a real need. Tf the 
subsidiary details also were sought after, in connection with the Eetype, 
any particular functioning of the sacrifice could not be sought after. Other- 
wise there would foe indirect indication. For instance, when it is said ‘ he 
fights with the stick’, the words do not express the form of the man with 
ike stick ; if there were need for the indication of the man, then the words 
would be able to do that indicating. In the same manner, in the case in 
question, in the event of the subsidiary details being sought after (in re- 
lation to the Eetype), the words do not express that special character 
of the sacrifice which consists in its having those details, — though it is 
got at b}^ indirect indication ; and if there were such an indication, 
then the direct signification of the words would have to be rejected. If 
then, with a view to save the words from being rejected, the special 
functioning of the sacrifice were liot sought after, — then the subsidiary 
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details themselves would be sought after. In that case, \vdien there would 
be €i seeldng for the method of procedure of the — the inj imetive 

word would remain there with its needs unfulhlled ; — the subsidiar^^ details 
also would stand in need of another procedure ; — the implied procedure of 
the Archetype would have to be abandoned,* — and it would be necessary to 
admit the impossible syntactical connection between the Ectypal sacrifice 
and those details of the Archetype which serve some useful purpose at the 
performance of the Ectype. And ail this is most unreasonable. For these 
reasons, the sentence is interpreted to mean that ‘the result should b© 
accomplished by means of the Ectype in the same way in which it is accom- 
plished by means of the Archetype 
'“.What ff it is so ? ” 

If it is so, then the effect of it is as follows ; — ^Those details wliich are per- 
formed at the Archetype for the fulfilling of a certain need do not become 
enjoined in reference to the Ectype, if there is no need for them at this latter. 
Hence the conclusion is that the General Law does not lay down the per- 
formance at the Ectype of those details of the Archetype of which the need 
ha.s ceased. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also beoaitse they aee not dibeotly enjohsted. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that — “ Just as in connection with the gold-pieces, 
though the original xxeed for it has ceased, yet the cooking is done to them, 
on the strength of a Vedic text,— so would other similar details also be 
performed ’’.—That cannot he ; because the cooking done to the gold -pieces 
is not by virtue of the General Law (relating to the Archetype and Ectype) ; 
it is directly laid down by a A^edic text— ‘(rArie shrapayatV (‘Cooks the 
gold-pieces in Clarified Butter’). This text does not speak of the cooking 
as serving the piupose that it serves at the Archetype ; in fact, on the 
strength of the text, the cooMn^ is taken as serving some transcendental 
purpose. If the direct text were not there, then ‘ on the ground of their being 
7iot directly enjoined \ the cooking also would not have been done (to the 
gold-pieces). — ^Thus the citing of the analogy of the ‘ Cooking ’ is not right. 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? Which too is the 
Ectype that serves as the example ? ” 

(a) Somewhere we read in the ¥eda (in connection with the Ectype) — 
‘ Hvaymiditmn varhirbhavaii ’ [‘ The grass used is that which has fallen 
down by itself’]; by virtue of this the substance used at the Archetype 
(viz. Kusha-grass specially lopped for the purpose) becomes excluded 
(there being no need for it). — (b) Sinhlarly, there is the text ‘ Bvaymnkrtd 
vHirhhavati ’ [‘ The altar is self-made i.e. in its natural state] ; by virtue 
of which all the details of cleaning, digging and marking become excluded 
(as there is no need for them). — (c) Lastly, there is the text ‘ Svayamshlnm 
shdkhd hhavati ’ [‘ The branch to be used is that w^hich has become torn off 
by itself’], by virtue of which the (for the cutting of the Branch) 
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becomes excluded [there being no need . for it].— The Mantras too that are 
connected with these details become excluded from the Ectype. 


Or, the Sutras (1-3) may be taken as representing the following 
Adhikarana, 

Abhikarana (2) (thedsecond interpretation, of Sutras 1-3) : 
Threshing is not to he done in connection with the 
gold-pieces. 

SUTRA (.1). 

[PfiRVAPAKSA] — '' InASMTJCH AS THE EKTIRE PBOCEBURE IS TRANS» 
FERREI) TO THE OTHER CONTEXT, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD 
BE PERFORMED.” 

Bliusya, 

There is the ‘ Charu-qffermg ^ to Prajdpati laid down in the text — 
* Prdjdpatyam charuni nirvapU shatakrmalam dyuskdmah ’ f‘ One desiring 
longevity should offer Chai'u in the shape of a Hundred-gold-pieces to 
Prajdpati ’]. 

Taking this as a special case falling under the preceding Adhikarana, 
WQ proceed to consider the question — Should ‘ Threshing ’ be done to the 
gold pieces — or not ? 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows — “ Inasimich as the enilre procedure 
is transferred to the other Context, all the details should he performed ; hence 
‘Threshing’ should be done to the gold- pieces, just as * Cooldng ’ is done 
to them ■ ' 


SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it is only when the need is there that 
THE Mantra, THE Embellishment and the Substance are 

TO BE EMPLOYED ; AS ALL THESE ARE FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

The Siddhdnta view is that the ‘threshing’ should not be done to the 
gold-pieces. 


, 1 , 639 , 


', ' vab,hyaya^^ ':k:, , p1ba^i^.. abhikabana (2),.,: ' 

, ..Also , BECAUSE ,they abe not , directly ' enjoinbb.., 

Blidsya, 

This refutes the argument that has been urged (by the other party). 


, , Or, the Sutras 1-3 may 'be taken as representing ' the following 
Adhihamnai — 

Adhikaeana (3): [The third interpretation of Sutras 
1-3 ] — At the ^ Chani-offering ' to Vishvedevas^ the 
^invocations to Visnu is to he excluded, 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa] — '' Inasmuch as the- entire procedure is trans- 

EERREB TO THE OTHER CONTEXT, ALL THE DETAILS SHOULD 
BE PERFORMED.’' 

BMsya. 

There is the text — ‘ V aishvadeimn charum nirvapU hhrdtrvymdn % 
tarn varhisadam hrtrn^ shamyayci sphyena vyuMt idarnahamamuncha- 
mmicha vyuhdmlti yayn dvisydt tarn dhydyU, yadadho^vamrdyeta yachcha 
sphya dsMisyet tad visTiava uruhramdydvadyet’ A man who has enemies 
should offer Cooked Rice to the VishvMevas ; having deposited it on the 
Kusha-grass, he should collect it with the Skamyd or the Sphya, sa3dng 
the words idam ahamamuhcha vyuhdmi ; and he should think of the person 
whom he wishes to injure ; what falls on the ground, or remains attached to the 
Sphya, that he should offer to Visnu^urukrama ’]. [At the said offering 
to the VishvMevas, a Mantra is recited invoking the Deity ; the subsequent 
offering to Visnu-uruhrama has for its Archetype the said offering to 
Vishvedevas,’] 

In regard to this the question that arises is— Is the deity Vimu-uruhrama 
to be invoked — or not [in the manner in which the VishvMevas are invoked 
at the original sacrifice] ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa Vmw is as follows — ‘‘^Inasmuch as 
the entire procedure is transferred to the other Context, all the details should 
he performed; — hence the Deity should be invoked”. 

Objection — ‘It is just j)ossibl© that no cooked rice may remain 
attached to the Sphya, or non© of it may fall on the ground ; and in that 
case, as there would be notliing to offer to Visnu-uruJcranm, the invocation 
of that deity, if done, would be entirely purposeless. — ^Nor would it be right 
on the strength of the text quoted, to smear the rice to the Sphya or to 
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let it fal} on the ground, intentionall.y ; because either the smeared or the- 
fallen Bice has not been enjoined as to be obtained or secured. Nor again 
is the offering to Vimu-uruhrama an act meant to serve a useful purpose 
it is ojiiy a method of disposing of what may be smeared in the Sphya or 
dropped on the groimd ; there is also a visible purpose served by this, in 
the vshape of the cleaning of the Sphya by the removal of the Rice smeared 
in it. In the other view, it would be necessary to assume a transcendental 
result following from the offering.^ — ^It may be urged that a transcendental 
result following from the o:ffermg will have to be assumexi in any case. — 
True, it will have to be assumed as following from the sacrifice, — ^but only 
through the disposal of the substance in the said manner.’ 

“ Our answer to the above is as follows : — Even when there is no need 
for it, the detail must be performed ; just as Cooking is done to the gold- 
pieces. — ^Then again, it is quite possible that some rice may besmeared in 
the Sphya, or fall on the ground ; and in that case, if there has been no- 
in vocation of the Deity, the oficering would be defective. Hence people who 
are careful should always invoke the Deity ; because (in case the invocation 
has not been done) if the rice should become smeared in the Sphya or drop 
on the ground, — it would not do to perform the invocation at that time, 
when its subsidiary condition (time) would be absent ; as a matter of fact, 
it is only when the Deity is remembered at the right time that it takes its 
})roper place, — not if it is remembered at a time subsequent to its right time ; 
as at such a time the remembrance, if done, could be only for some special 
piirpose. and would be without the proper Mantra. — If the Sphya doe^ not 
become smeared with the rice, —or if no rice drops on the ground, — there 
would be nothing lost if the invocation has been done. — It would not be 
right to entertain the idea that — ‘ Just as the King or the Minister or the 
Brahrnana, having been invited for being honoured and served, if the honour 
or service is not rendered, he regards himself to have been ill-treated and it 
is feared that he would injure the inviter,— -the same may be feared of the 
Deity also (if it is invoked and no offering is made to it).’— Because as a 
matter of fact, at the sacrifice, the Deity is not actually invited (called),— 
nor on being invited, will it take the offering to itself, or be satisfied with 
it, and on being satisfied, become pleased, and on being pleased will bestow 
the reward on the performer ; — -that ail this is not so has been established 
under Adhydya IX (9. 1. % et seq .).- — Hence there ■would foe no harm at ail 
if the Deity were invoked and no offering made to it.’' 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiDUHANTA] — In BEALITY, it is only when the need is thebe THAT' 
THE Mantea, the Embellishment and the Substance ake 

TO BE EMPLOYED • AS ALL THESE ABE FOB THAT 
PDBPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘ api va’ (‘in reality ’) signifies the rejection of the above 
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The Embeiiishmeiit involved in the Invocation should be excluded. — 
Why ?— Because the * Embellishment by Invocation % as also the Substance^ 
is employed only when there is need for it; this _ has been exp^*imed 
already, „ 

It has been argued that“—‘‘ it is possible for the rice to become smeared 
or to drop on the ground, and it would not be desirable to do the Invocation 
in the middle of the performance’’.- — This, however, does not aifect the 
position ; such interrupted invocation would be as good as uninterrupted ; 
because at the time prescribed for the Invocation, the circumstances necessary 
for the ofering to V isnu-urukrania had not arrived ; and as soon as those 
circumstances have arrived, its performance would come in. — ^What has not 
become smeared,— or what has not fallen on the ground, — need not be 
disposed of ; and what is done after the performance has commenced does 
not help that performance. — From all this it follows that V is7yu-itru’krama 
should not be invoked. 

SUTRA (3). 

Also becaitse they aee not directly enjoined. 

Bhdsya. 

TMs is the refutation of an argument against the Siddhdnia ; and has 
been already explained. 





Abhxkaeana (4): At sacrifices Ulce;-^the ' Dlhsamyd' 
the ^ Arambhanlya ’ sacrifice is e^claded. 

SIJTEA (4). 

The ' ISTI CONKEOTED WITH AkAMBHA ’ (COMMENCEMENT) IS EXCLUDED 
EBOM THE SXJBSIDIABY SaCBOTCE ; AS THE ' COMMENCEMENT ’ 

IS BELATED TO THE PbIMABY SACBmCB. 

BTmsya. 




There is tiie Jyolistama sacrifice laid down in the text ‘ Jyotistomena 
svargahmno yajUa^ [‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the JyotistoYna 
sacrifice ’ ] ; — then there are the Dikmnlyd and other rites whicli have the 
Darsh^a-Purnamlsa for their Archetype, which are laid down in the texts — 
' Agimmimamymhddashakapdlam nirvapU^ and so forth [‘One should 
offer the cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Af/nXFisw at 
the (Gommencement of the) Archetypal sacrifice of the 
comes the Aranihhanlyd I§t% laid down in the Agnarnwr^a- 

vameMdashakapdlam nirmpU darsh^pur^amdsavdrahhama sara&mtyai 
ch<irum sarasvate dmdasMhapdlam, a^naye bkagine op^dMpdhm nirvapet yah 
kdmayeta bhagyannddah sydm^ [* Proceeding to commence the Darsha- 
Purmmdsa sacrifiices, one should offer the cake baked on eleven pans, 
dedicated to Agnl-Visnu, cooked rice to BarasvaU, a cake baked on twelve 
pans, to Sarasvat; a cake baked on eight pans, to Agni-Bhagin, ii one is 
desirous to be prosperous and eater of food ; in some texts the last offering 
to Bhagin is laid down as essential (and not contingent upon the man 
desiring prosperity, etc. ). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^At the Dlksanlyd and other 
sacrifices, should the Ammbhm^iyd Isti performed, or not ? 

. On this question, the view is that ^ ' details related 

to the Archetype should be performed at the Ectype, because the entire 
procedure being transferred to the other context ^ all the details should be 
performed (Sii. 10. 1. 1), [Hence the Arambhanlya must be performed at 
the Dlhsanlya and other sacrifices.]’- 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Arambhanlya 
Isti becomes excluded from all that set of rites named ‘ Dlksanlyd ’ and the 
rest which have the Darsha-Purimmdsa for their Archetype, and vrhich are 
subsidiary to the Jyotistorm,— ^' Why so ? ” — Because in this case, the 
‘ dramhha \ Commencement^ is, of the Jyotistoma, not of the Dlksanlyd, etc. — 
'‘How?” — The ‘ Commencement ’ of an act would always be either the 
first item in the procedure, or the first activity of the .man; — if it means 
tha first item in the procedure, then it would consist of such items as the 
securing of the services of the Priests or the selection of the sacrificial ground; 
— -all this will have been done as part of the Jyotistoma for the purposes 
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of that sacrifice, and the same would serve the purposes of the Dlhsanlyd, 
etc. 5 also ; and it should not have to be don© over again for the sake of these 
latter rites ; — so that, so far as these are concerned, the item of ' Commence- 
ment’ will have disappeared and when the item of ‘Commencement’ 
itself has disappeared, the Bites of the Arambhanlyd also, which are meant to 
accomplish that Comrmnmrmnt^woxxid also disappear. — On the other hand, 
if ‘Commencement’ stands for the first activity of the man concerned, 
then,— since the ‘ activity ’ of man consists in being aroused from apathy, — 
the man who is going to perform the Jyotistonui along with all its subsidiaries 
would have been aroused from his apathy by the performance of the first 
item in the performance of the Jyotistoyna ; and from that point onwards, 
till the completion of the Jyotistorm along with its subsidiaries, he would 
be actively engaged, and there would be no a^Mhy in him from wliieli he 
could be aroused (at the ‘Commencement’ of the Dlhsanlyd); — ^thus it is 
by virtue of the ‘ Commencement ’ of the Jyotistoma itself, that he becomes 
engaged in the Dlhsanlyd and the other rites {wMeh are only subsidiaries 
of that sacrifice); — so that there is no ‘Commencement’ for these; — and 
when there is no ‘ Commencement the item of ‘ Arambhanlyd wMch 

is for the purpose of accomplishing that ‘ Conmiencement also disappears. 

Says the Opponent— “ Surely there would be the ‘ Commencement ’ 
of the subsidiaries, Dlksamyd, etc., themselves.” 

Reply — -No ; the ‘ Commencement ’ consists either of such acts as 
securing the services of the Priests, selecting the sacrificial ground and so forth, 
or of the first activity of the man in either case, the man has done this 
already for the sake of the Jyotistoma. If it be said tiiat in connection 
with the Dlksamyd, etc., there has come in another first item ”, — even so, 
that would not bring in the J[mm6^an%a connected with the Archetype 
{Darsha-Purnamdsa) thus the Arambhanlyd would be excluded from 
all those items that are subsidiary to another act. — Further, as a matter 
of fact, at the Jyotistoma, the purpose of the ‘ Commencement ’ is served by 
the Dihsam/yd, etc., themselves; — ^as is clearly indicated by the following 
declaration ; * Agndvaisnavamekddashakapdlam nlrvapU dtksisyamdnah, 

etc. etc. ' ' 



Adhikabai^a (5) : At the Anumati ^ and other sacrifices^ 
the ^ Ararnhhamyd Isti^ becomes excluded, 

SUTRA (5). 

It should bh, excluded ebom that Pbincipal' Act which is belated 

TO AXOTHEB,, BECAUSE IT IS THE COMMEXCBMEHT OE ALL, AND 
BECAUSE IT IS NOT A SUBSIDIABY. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Rdjasuya sacrifice, laid down in the text — ' Edjmuyma 
svdrdjyakdmo yajeta^ [‘Desiring self -sovereignty, one should perform the 
Edjasuya sacrifice ’] ; in connection with tliis there have been laid down the 
Isti, the PashUf the Soma, and the Dannhoma, — all of which are ‘ principal 
acts’ ; — under ‘ J#i’ are included the Anumati and other sacrifices. 

In regard to these, AnuTnati, etc., there arises the question—Should 
the Aramhhanlyd be performed at these I Or not ? 

The Purmpahsa view is that— “ It should be performed ; because in - . 
asmuch as the entire procedure is transferred to the other context, all the ddails^ 
should he performed (Su, 10. 1. 1) ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — The Arambhariiyd 
should be excluded from the Principal Act which is related to another 
Principal Act. — “ Why ! — ^Because in regard to these acts, the Jyoti§toma 
has been declared to serve the purposes of the ‘Commencement’, in the 
text---"' Agnis^omam pratharmm dlmrati\('Pket of all one performs the 
Agnistorm ’] ; the single declaration of the Jyoti§toma must be taken as 
applicable to each one oi the principal acts pertaining to the Archetype; 
because the Context appertains in common to each one of the principal 
acts. — Consequently, the purposes of ‘ Commencement ’ of the Anumati 
and other principal acts having been accomplished (by means of the 
performance of the Jyotisfoma), the Aramhhanlyd l§ti should not be 
performed. 



Adhikarana (6): At the Afamhhamya' itself, the 
‘ Arambhaniya ’ becomes excluded. 

SOTRA (6). 

[PaRVAPAK§A] — I t must surely be performed at that, LIKE' ■ 
THE PrAYIjAS/’ 

BMsya. 

There is the Aramhhanlya laid down in the text — ^ Agndvaisnava- 
mehddashakapdlam nirmpei darslmpurnanidsdvdrahhamdnalh, etc.’ [* Pro- 
ceeding to perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, one should offer the 
cake baked upon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Visnu, etc. etc.’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Arafnbhamyd Isti 
itself, should another Aramhhaniyd Isti be performed or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows : — “ It must surely 
be performed at that. — ^The particle ‘ tu ’ (' surely ’) is meant to set aside all 
doubts on the point ; the meaning being that there can be no doubt at 
all ; another Aramhhaniyd must be performed at the Aramhhaniyd Isti. — 
Why ? — Because, inasmuch as the entire procedure has been transferred to 
the other Context, all the details should he performed (Su. 10. 1. 1). That is, just 
as the Praydjas are performed so should the Aramhhaniyd also be performed. 
— Says the Opponent—* If another Aramhhaniyd were to be performed at 
the Aramhhaniyd, then, at the former also a third Aramhhaniyd would have 
to be performed,— and yet another at this latter ; and so on and on there 
would be no end to the performance of the Aramhhaiilyd ; and there must 
be some end to what is laid down in the scriptures — ^The answer to this is 
that in the cases of all infinite regress, there would be a limit imposed by 
the capacity (of the performer).” 

SUTRA (7). 

[SidbhIhta] — Certainly not ; because it is a subsidiary. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase * certainly not ’ sets aside the view set forth above ; it 
means that another Aramhhaniyd I§ti should not be performed at the 
Aramhhaniyd. — “ Why ? ’’ —Because it is subsidiary to the Darsha-Purna- 
mdsai and the * commencement ’ of the Subsidiary is accomplished by the 
commencement of the Primary itself,— as has been explained above. 

Says the Opponent— ** When one undertakes the performance of the 
Aramhhaniyd, he has to perform the Darsha^Purnarndsa % and hence like the 
Archetype, another Arambharilyd also should be performed by one who has 
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undertaken the performance of the Arambhamyd ; consequently, another 
Aramhhanlyd mxiBt be performed at the Ammhlmmydy 

It is not so ; even though he has not performed another AramhJiamyd^ 
if he performs the Arambhantyd, it is understood that he performs it as 
engaged in the Arambhantyd, Hence there should be no performance of 
the other Ammbhmuya b>\, AramhJmrAyd. 

Further, like water -bubbles, there would be no end to the series of 
Arambhanlyda this infinite regress indicated by the sentence would 

be set aside by the capacity of the performer I IJnder our view, on the 
other hand, there would not be either an infinite regress nor its rejection. 

From all this it follows that there should be no performance of the 
second Arambhamyd at the Arambhamyd itself. 

SUTRA (8). 

Also because it is a single sentence. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also we conclude that it should be as explained 
above.—-* ‘ For what reason ? — ^There is a single sentence laying down the 
Arambhamyd ; if it enjoins it in connection with the Arambhanlyd^ then it 
does not become enjoined in connection with the Darsha-^Furnarridsa ; so 
that it could lay it down in connection with these latter only as if it were 
not enjoined ; and it could be transferred to the Arambhamyd as if it were 
enjoined ; — it cannot, however, do all this, when it is uttered onlj^ once.— 
For this reason also another Arambhamyd should not be performed at the 
Arambhanlyd, 



Adhikaeaita (7) : At the ‘ KhalebaM \ the ‘ Yupahuti ’ 
becomes excluded. 

SUTRA (9). 

: The ACT IK QIJESTION IS FOB THE PTTBFOSE OF BBIKCIIK6 ■ ' ABOIJT AK 

OBJECT ; IT SHOTTED BE EXCLUDED, AS THEBE WOULD BE KO KEED 
FOB IT ; THAT IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE IS CLEAR FROM 
THE VeDIC text ITSELF. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the said ^ 7 / 0 / there is the -animal - 

sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ One who, being initiated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agfni-iS'oma V;— in connection with this latter, it has 
been declared-— ‘ Yupamachchhesyatd hotmyam^ na hi Mhmtasydgnau jnhoti, 
djyahcharanihclidddya yiipasydntiJce' qnim mathitvd yupahutim^ Juhofi' 
[wherein the offering of the ‘ Yupahuti \ ‘ Oblation at .th® Sacrificial Post 
has been laid down]; — ^in connection with the Sudyashra sacrifice it has 
been declared that ‘The lUmlehall (^teike in the Threshing Yard) is the 
Sacrificial Post ’ [i.e. the stake in the yard is to be used as the Sacrificial 
Post], 

In regard to this, there arises the qnestion— At the Sadyashra sacrifice 
should, or should not, the Yupahuti be offered at the Stake in the Threshing 
Yard 2 

The PuTvapaksa view is that “ it should be ofered ; because, inas- 
much ' as the entire procedure has been transferred to the other context, all the 
details should he performed 1, 1)^\ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The act in question 
is for the purpose of bringing about an object ; that is, it is done with the 
view that through such-like embellishments, the Post becomes the 
‘ Sacrificial Post ’ ; this act has been laid down for the man who desires to 
secure a ‘Sacrificial Post hence on the basis of the Vedic text, the 
embellishment (brought about hy the Yupahuti) is for the purposes of the 
Sacrificial Post ; the term ‘ achchha ’ in the text has the sense of ‘ securing ’ ; 
— now at the Sddyaskra, there is no need for the ‘ Sacrificial Post % as the 
animal is tied to the Stake in the Threshmg Yard, which is not the ‘ Sacrificial 
Post’: — consequently all those embellishments which, like the Yupahuti, 
are for the purpose of bringing about the ‘ Sacrificial Post become excluded, 
for the simple reason that there is no need for the Post. — From all this it 
follows that the Yupahuti at the Stake in the Threshing Yard is to be 
excluded. 


Abhucaeana (8) : At the ^ Badyashm \ the ‘ Bthdnvdhuti ’ 

is excluded. 

StJTRA (10). 

, [PCbtapaksa]—'' Inasmuch AS THE VTbee-stump,’ is mentioned 

ONLY AS INDICATING THE SPOT, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN TO BE 
NOT EXCLUDED.” 

Bhdsya, * 

In conneetion with aforesaid Agnlsormya animal- sacrifice, we read — 
* Sthanau sthdnvdhutim juhoti ^ [^Offers the Sthdnvdhuti on the Sthdnu (Tree- 
stump’) [after the wood-piece has been cut oH for making the Sacrificial 
Post, the stump of the tree that remains is called 'Sthdnu"], 

Hence in connection with the Sddyashra, there arises the following 
question — At the Sddyashra, should the Sthdnvdhuti be offered — or not? 
— Ill tliis connection- what has got to be considered is this-— Is the Sthdf}vd- 
hull an act that helps the main sacrifice directly* ? Or is it only an embellish- 
ment for the Sacrificial Post ? If it is an act that helps the main sacrifice 
directly, then it must be done (at the Sddyashra) ; — ^while if it is only an 
embellishment of the Sacrificial Post, then it should’ be excluded.— “ In what 
way would it be an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? How, too, 
would it be an embellishment of the Sacrificial Post ? ” — If the sentence 
be construed to mean that ‘ one who desires to secure the Sacrificial Post 
should offer the Sthdnvdhuti ", then this JTto?! becomes an embellishment of 
the Sacrificial Post on the other hand, if the phrase * Yupamachchmyatd * 
{‘by one desiring to secure the Sacrificial Post’) is not construed with the 
Context, then the becomes an act helping the main sacrifice directly. 

On tliis question, the Furvapahsa view is as follows: — “The offering 
in question is an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; it is a generally 
recognised principle regarding the use of actions that ‘ what is accom,plished- 
subserves the purpose what is to be accomplished", — Further, if the offering 
in question ■'kvere connected with the Sthdnic (Tree -stump), the need for which 
has ceased,— in what way could it benefit the Sacrificial Post ? When 
something is done to a t}iing related to another, then alone does it benefit 
the relative ; in the ease in question however, the stump has been detached 
froin the Sacrificial Post [hence there can be no such benefit].— Then again, 
the Yupdimti would be applicable, in common with others, to the Ekddashinl, 
—if it were an act helping the main sacrifice directly ; and in that case, 
it would not be necessary to assume an unheard of repetMion of the offering. 
— Lastly, it is an unqualified sentence that lays down the offering of the 
SthanvdhiM on the Tree -stump, and the Context would indicate the fact 
of the said AJmH being offered on that particular Tree -stump from which 
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the wood-piece for the Sacrificial Post has been cut off* — From all this it 
follows that the Sthdimvdkuti is an act helping the main sacrifice directiy^ 
and as such it should be offered at the SMyaskra^ with a view to honour 
the .General- Law.’* ■ >• 

Such is the Puroapaksa view. — In answer to this, we have the following 
Siddhanta — 

SUTRA (11), 

, In, EEALITY, *IT SHOULD BE EBOAEDEB AS AN EMBELLISHMENT OE IT^ 
BECAUSE IT IS SUBSIBIABY. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd^ C in reality ’) signifies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

The offering in question should be regarded as an embellishment of the 
Sacrificial Post. — “Wiu’?” — Because of the peculiarity of the Context. 
It is recognised that the Sthdnvdhuti has been laid down for one who is 
desirous of securing the Sacrificial Post. Tf anyone holds the view that 
‘Svhat the unqualified sentence lays down is only the Stump as the place 
for the offering”, — ^lie will have to assiune a result of this. — If one holds 
the view that “ in view of the Context, the offering should be regarded as 
helping the main sacrifice directly ”, — for him the general (wider) Context 
would be rejected by the particular (narrower) Context. — ^As a matter of 
fact, the Sacrificial Post should be regarded as subsidiary to the Act (of 
Sacrifice), on the ground of its serving a useful purpose ; if then the offering 
were connected with it, — it would serve only an unseen (transcendental) 
purpose, and then, if it were to help the main sacrifice directly, — ^it would 
necessitate the assumption of a purpose or use for it ; and in that case a 
well-known fact would be set aside by reasoning ; just as in the case of the 
term ^ ashvakarna \ — Then again, after the need for the Stump has ceased^ 
and it has become dissociated from the Sacrificial Post, the idea remains 
that it is related to the Sacrificial Post,— and on the basis of this idea, if the 
Yupdhuti is offered, this Ahuti becomes related to the Sacrificial Post ; 
and hence it comes to be performed at the time of the cutting (of the w^ood- 
piece for the Sacrificial Post) ; — just as, when a garland has been worn on 
the head by Devadatta, and it is taken down, it is still regarded as related 
to Devadatta, and on the basis of that idea, it becomes desirable to endow 
it with such ' embellishment ’ as being kept in a clean place and so forth ; — 
so should it be in the case of the Sthdnvdhuti also. — As regards the 
Ekddashinl, as no emphasis is meant to. be laid upon the place in close 
proximity, the Yupdhuti would be applicable to it in common wnth others. 
— From ail tliis it follows that the more reasonable view is that the offering 
in question is an embellishment of the Sacrificial Post [and as such it should 
not be performed at the Sddyaskray : 
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SUTRA (12). 

Thb name also points to the same conclusion. / 
Bhdsya. ^ 

The name ' Sthdnvdhidi" also applies to that dhuti (offering) in which 
the Sthdnu (Tree-stump) is the predominant factor. — ^How -Because the 
term is to be treated as a Genitive Tatpurusa [‘ Sthdnoh ahviih^, ' the o:ffering 
of the stump’], — the Genitive having the force of the Accusative ; and 
what the Accusative denote.# is that which is the most desired. As for the 
Locative Tatpurma Stimmu dhtitih% the offering on the ’stump], this 
would involve an indirect indication and hence cannot be accepted. 

StJTRA (13). 

The words of the Mantra also point to the same conclusion . 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the offering in question is 
an embellishment (of the Sacrificial Post) : The reason is that the words of 
the Mantra also point to the same conclusion ; the Mantra is — ‘ Atastvandeva 
vanaspate virohu ’ ; this means — ‘ Inasmuch as you have been lopped off 
by me, may you grow in manifold ways ’ ; these Mantra-words appear to 
be honouring the Sacrificial Post. — From this also it follows that the offering 
is an act of embellisiunent (of the Sacrificial Post), and as such should not 
be performed in connection with the Stake in the Threshing Yard (at the 
SddyasJcra sacrifice). 



Adhikabana (9) : The '‘ Last Praydja ’ is an act of 
embellishment. 

StJTEA (14). 

So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE PeAYAJA ; AS THE SAME PRINCIPLE 
IS APPLICABLE TO IT. 

BJtasya. 

Ill conneGtion with the DaTsTm-Purim'^nasa it is said — ‘ U Hamah praydja.k 
svahdMtram pajati 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is tiiis ‘ Uttama Praydja ^ 
(The Last Prayaja) — an act helping the main sacrifice directly ? Or is it an 
act of embellishment ? — silence what we are going to consider is— At this- 
Praydja^ are the deities the same to whom the ^ Ajyahhdga^ and other offer- 
ings are to be made ? Or are they other than those deities ? 

In what way would they be other deities and in what way the same 
as those in the Context ? ” 

If the words ‘ Svdhdkdram yajati ’ are taken as containing the injunction 
of the deity, then the deity at the Praydja would be different from those in 
the Context ; if, on the other hand, the deity of the Praydja is taken to be 
those that are indicated by the words of ilciQ Mantra ‘ Ye yajdmaM svdhdgnim^ 
etc.’ [and not by the words ^Svdhdkdram yajati^), then the deities at the 
Praydja would be the same as those in the Context. 

On the above question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “The 
Praydja in question is an act directly helping the main sacrifice. To explain 
— It is an entirely different deity that is enjoined by the words ‘ Svdhd- 
kdram yajati ’ ; in this way the deity of the offering would be got at directly 
from the Vedic text ; while under the other view it would have to be assumed 
on the basis of indication of the words of a Mantra. 

Objection — ‘ This other deity (held to be enjoined by the words ‘ Svd- 
hdkdram yajati ’) cannot be spoken of by means of any such terms as ‘ agni ’ 
and the like; hence if that other deity were accepted, this would militate 
also against the use of the Mantra * Ye yajdmahe svdhdgnim \ 

** Answer — There would be no militating against the use of this Mantra ; 
a single term can denote more than one thing ; for example, the term 
* Mdtd ’ denotes the Mother as also the nhectsurer (the person who does the 
measimnng) ; when this term is used in such expressions as ^ Mdtd cha 
paramam daivatam samd cha putresu ’ [‘ The Mdtd is the highest divinity,, 
equally inclined towards sons ’], it is taken as denoting the Mother ; while 
when appearing in such expressions as ^ Mdtd samah ksiprashcha^ [‘The 
Mdtd is equable and quick ’], it is taken as denoting the nmasurer of grains. 
—Similarly, whan terms like agni^ are used in MarHras that are used 
at the sacrifice offered to the deity named ^ Svdhdkdra ’, they would be under- 
stood to be denotative of that deity. In this way a well-known act 
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connected with the sacrifice would come to be accomplished, in the shape of 
what helps it directly. — ^From all this it follows that the JJttama Fraydja is 
an act that helps the main sacrifice directly.” 

In answer to the above we have the following SMdhdnta :-So also in 
the case of the Praydja, as the same principle is applicable io^ .it. It has 
been said above that ^ ihe Sthdnvdhuti in an act of embellishment’; this 
same idea is applied to the present ease by means of the particle * cha ’ 
(' also ’) in the Sutra ; the sense being that * the Uttama-Fraydf a is , an act 
of embellishment ’ ; it is for this reason that they declare that the deities 
of this Fraydja are the same as those to whom the ‘ Ajyahhdga \ and other 
sacrificial offerings are made.— ** Why so ? ’’—Because the deific character 
does not belong to Svdhdhdra ; the deific character is signified either by the 
Nominal affix or by the Dative ending in this case (in the sentence ‘ /Sm- 
hdkdram yajati ’) there is neither the Nominal affix nor the Dative ending 
hence this cannot be taken as an injxmction of the deity. In fact, the Accusa- 
tive ending (in ^ Svdhdkdram^) clearly signifies that the ' Svdhdkdra^ is in 
■apposition to ‘ sacrifice ’ ; hence it follows that the term ‘ Svdhdkdra ’ denotes 
a sacrifice^ Just like ‘ Samid ’ and other terms. 

Says the Opponent — “ If, on the strength of the Accusative ending 
you take the term ‘ Smhdkdra ’ to be denotative of the sacrifice^ then that 
sacrifice (winch is denoted by the term ‘ Svdhdkdra ’) must be an act that 
helps the main sacrifice directly ; because the ^Accusative ending signifies 
what is the most desired 

The answer to this is as follows : — In view of this objection, the Sutra 
has added the term * because the same principle is applicable to it ’ ; that is, . 
that same principle is applicable to this case wliich has been applied to the 
■case of the ‘ Sthdjivdkuti % — ^i.e. ‘ it should be regarded as an embellishment 
of it, because it is subsidiary ’ (Su. 10. L 11). At the Ajyabhdga and other 
offermgs, Agni and the othpr deities are subsidiaries, — and the sacrifice becomes 
useful only when it is ofiered to them. Under the other view, the sacrifice 
ivouid be useless, and hence the mention of the Deity in connection with 
that sacrifice would also be useless. When there is a likelihood of the 
sacrifice being an ^embellishment’ of the Deity, we cannot assume any 
other use for that sacrifice; and so long as it is possible for ' Agni \ and 
other terms to he taken in their own natural denotations, there can be no 
justification for assuming the entirely unknown fact that they denote 
a different Deity in the shape of Svdhdkdra. 

From all tMs it follows that the UUama.'Fmydja serves the purpose of 
‘ embellishing ’ the Deity; and through the embellishment due to the 
remembrance of the Deity, that same sacrifice brings about a transcendental 
result also. 

SUTRA (15). 

Also BECATJSE WE bind an inbicative 
Bhdsya. 

In support of the said conclusion we have an indicative text also.— 
“‘What text?” — -In connection with the Chdturmdsya sacrifice, we find 
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the following Mantra speaking of certain common deities: ' Svdhdgnim — 
svdhdsomam — svdhd savitdram^svdhd sara8vatlm---8mhd pumnam ’ ; and the 
tise, of this is , explicable only on the basis of the sacrifice being an 

* embellishment * , of the Deity ; nnder the other view, it woiild have' to be 
regarded only as serving a transcendental pnrpose. — ^For this reason also, 
the UttamarPraydja should be regarded as an. act of embellishment , of the 
Deity. 

The use of this ^4d/iiMmna lies in the following — In the case of the 
Saurya and other sacrifices where there are diverse deities, the names of 
deities connected with the Archetj’pe are not to be excluded,— according 
to the Furvapahsa ; wMle according, to the Siddhdniat they become ©xeludecL 



Adhikaeana (10) : The ^ Agni ’-sacrifice is an act directly 
helping the main sacrifice. 

SUTRA (16). 

[POEVAPAKSA]—" The SAME should be the case with the ‘Ajya- 
BHAGA ’ OEFEEING TO AgET ”,— W THIS IS UEGED AS THE POEVAPAKSA 
[then the answer is as given in the next 

Bhdsya. 

There are the DarsJm-Furmnidsa sacrifices laid down in the text— 
Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purna7ndsa s^ovifLoes ' ; 
— in connection with these it is declared— ‘ yajati^ [‘ ofcrs the 

Ajyahhdga oblations ’] ; — and the following is .yet another declaration in the 
same connection — 'Tau hocimtuh kmuxvaijostatah sydditif yasyai Jcasyaichid* 
deoatdyai havirnirvapamstadvdm purastdddjyasya yajanniti tasmdd yasyai 
.kasyaichid devafdyai Ivavirnirmpanti U' purasiddajya-bhdgdvagyilsomdbhydm 
yajanti tau na saumye'dhvare na pashaiF ; [where two ‘ Ajyabhdga oblations ’ 
are spoken of as to be o^ered to Agni oxid 8o7na\ 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^In the case of the two 
‘ Ajyabhdga oblations ’ offered to Agni and Soma^ is the oblation offered to 
Agni — the Agni-sacrifice — ^for the purpose of embellisliing the Deity ? Or 
for directly helping the main sacrifice ? 

On tliis question, if the Purvapaksa view is that ^Hlie same should be 
the ease with the Ajyabhdga-ofi&shig to Agni ; — ^i.e. like the TJttama-Praydja^ 
it should be regarded as an embellishment, because it is subsidiary {8u. 11) ” — 
[then the Biddhdnta in answer to that view is as follows] — 

SUTBA (17). 

[SiddhInta]— Because of the actuae mention, it must be 

A DISTINCT DEITY. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right to hold that the Ajyabhdga are the ©mbellish- 
inent of the Deity ; in fact, they are acts directly helping the main sacrifice.— 
"“'Why?” — Because of the actual mention; it is understood that the Deity 
{Ag7%i) to whom the oblation in question is offered is distinct from the Agni 
of the main sacrifice. — ‘‘What is that mention ? ” — It is the Mantra — ‘ Agni- 
magna dvaha, somamdvaha, ; which contains an invocation of 

the deities ; — with a view to secure the offering of oblations to all these 
deities; and to avoid all mistakes, this invocation enumerates the deities; 

in this ©numeration, Agni is mentioned twice ; tliis is explicable only if 
the two deities spoken of by the term ^ agnV are distinct; otherwise one 
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would be bewildered by the increase in the number. As for the enumera- 
tion, that is equally there for both views (the Purvapaksa as well as the 
SiddhdMa); in fact, under your view (that there is only one J3eity of the 
name "AgfiP), the intervention of "Boma ^ between the two ‘ Ar/n?> ’ would 
disturb the order of the enumeration. Further, when a word is used more 
than once, and is intervened by another woi‘d, it mentions the Deit;^- as 
distinct. For instance, in the sentence — ^ Brdhmmui dgatah, vrsala dgataJh 
brdhmmm dgatah we have the enumeration of two distinct Brdhmanas' ; 
similarly in the case in question, there is mention of two Agtiis. 

Says the Opponent — -‘This meMion is a mere indicative; you should 
state, some rea>son.’'’ ■ 

This reason is stated in the following Sutra'— 

SUTRA (18). 

Also BECAUSE OF EQUALITY. 

Bhdsya. 

The following is the reason (in support of the Blddhdnta) — Tn this ease 
the Sacrifice is ‘ equal ’ to the Deity ; that is, the Deity has been mentioned 
in connection with the main Sacrifice, and the Sacrifice also has been 
mentioned in another sentence ‘ Ajyahhdgau yajaii ’ ; hence between these 
t\vo~^Sacrifice and Deity — ^both of which serve useful purposes, — the most 
reasonable course is to take the Deity as subserving the purposes of the 
Sacrifice ; because it is well known that the Sacrifice is a subsidiary that 
helps directly. — ^Without a Deity, there can be no Sacrifice; — hence the 
Sacrifice always needs a Deity ;~~certainly the Deity of the main Sacrifice 
does not need another Sacrifice — and when one thing is needed by another^ 
the former is regarded as subserving the purposes of the latter; — hence 
it follows that the Deity subserves the purposes of the Sacrifice. 

Further, there is ‘ equality ’ also between the Sacrifice in question and 
other such subsidiaries as help the main Sacrifice directly. — “How?” — 
It is described in the following text — * The two Aghdra' 0 ^erm.gs are the two 
fingers of the Sacrifice, —the two -offerings are its eyes, — the 

Pmi/aya-sacrifices are its armour, — ^also the Sacrificer’s armour, tending to the 
suppression of his enemy * [where the Sacrifice is likened to such directly 
helpful things as fingers and eyes and armour']. 



Abhikakana (11): The ‘ Paahu-puroddsha ^ Sacrifice is 
an ^ embellishment ^ of the Deity. 

SUTEA (19). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA]— ' So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE AnIMAL-SAOBIFICE 
IF THIS IS ITEGED [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutral. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoti§ioma, there is the Agnlsomlya'animaU 
sacrifice, laid down in the text— ■ Asowam vahantyagnind pratitisthanti 
.... yo dlksito yadagnlsomlyam pashumdlahhate varunapdshdhhydm sa 
muchyate' ; — and in conneetion with this animal -sacrihce, there is the 
following declaration — ^ Agnlsomlyasy a vapayd pracharya agmsomiyam 
pashu-puroddsha-'nianunirvapanti^ [where the offering of the Meat-cahe, 
Pashu-puToddslia, is laid down]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question — Is this offering of the Meat - 
cake an act directly helping the main sacrifice ? Or does it serve the purpose 
of * embellishing ’ the Deity ? 

On this questioiiy the Purvapaksa view is as follows and here the 
argument that had been put forward under the Adkiharana on Praydja , — 
even though refuted, — ^is yet again revived on the ground of some 
peculiarity — “ So also in the case of the Anwmhsacfifice ; if you think that 
there is a doubt as to this being an act directly helping the main sacrifice 
or an embellishment of the Deity, ^ — ^then our view is that in the ease of the 
Animahsacrifice also, the ofiering is an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; because this is the w’^ell-known function of actions, — -Then again, 
the term ^ agmsormya ’ is formed with a Nominal affix and the Deity enters 
into it as the subordinate factor in connection with the Animal -sacrifice 
also the same term with the Nominal afiix is mentioned with great force, 
in the supplementary sentence, as signifying Fire ; but tliis does not neces- 
sarily mean that it must signify the same in connection with the Meat- 
^cake, — From ail tins it follows that, on the ground of usage, the sacrifice in 
question must be taken to be an act that directly helps the main sacrifice.^’ 

SUTEA (20). 

[SiddhInta]— -Not so; because of the declaeation of lUENTiTy. 

Bhdsya. v 

‘ Na \ is the term that denies what has been said above. 

The sentence ‘ Asotnam vahanti agnind pratitisthanti ’ is a declamatory 
declaration ; so that, if it is on the basis of such a declamation that the 
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Deity of the Aoimal-saorifio© is to be regarded as distinot from the Deity of 
the Meat-oak© -offering, — ^then, on the basis of a similar declamation, the 
Deity in both eases should be regarded to b© the same ; for we have the 
declaration to the effect that — ‘ The Meat-cake has the same Deity as the 
Aiiimal-saerific© *. — ^Hence the support of a declamatory declaration being 
equal in both eases, the conclusion is , that the Meat -cake -offering iS' an act 
of embellishment for' the Deity. 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because we eind ah indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we hold that the Meat-cak© offering is 
an act of embellishment of the Deity.— “ For what reason ? ” — ^The reason 
is that there is an indicative text also which supports this view : In con- 
nection with the series of Meat-cake-offerings, we find it laid down that ‘a 
bull should be sacrificed to Indra-Vdjrin^ ; and in this connection there is a 
couple of Ydjym/uvdkyd speBldiig of the common Deity — ^ Indram snnhi 
vjjrinam stomaprstham snuM shuram vajrltutm supratUam ’ ; this declara- 
tion is explicable only if the offering in question is an act of embellishment,,, 
not otherwise. 

Fi*om all this it follows that the Meat-cake-offering serves the purpose 
of embellishing the Deity of the Animal -sacrifice. 

StJTRA (22). 

{Eestatement of Ptirvapaksa^—' lii( fact (the Deity) should be: 

EBCABDED AS A SUBSIDIABY DETAIL, LIKE THE PaHS ; 

ALSO BECAUSE 11 IS A MODIFICATION OF WHAT 
IS A SUBSIDIARY' DETAIL.’' 

Bhdsya, 

The same argument is re -stated, with a view to add something new.- — 
The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“ The Deity should be regarded as a subsidiary detail ; as this would 
be in keeping with its well-known character of directly helping the mam 
sacrifice. That it will be subsidiary to more than one act would be like 
the case of the Pan; the Pan is subsidiary to the cooking as also to the 
removing of the chaff; similarly the same AgmBoma would be subsidiary to 
the Animal-sacrifice as well as to the Meai-cdhe-offering. Such being the 
case, the action, that has been laid down as subsidiary to the Agni-Soma 
connected with the Darsha-Purnamdsa and as being the means of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice, would, without any inconsistency, apply to the same 
deities as subsidiary to the offering in question ; otherwise, it could not 
apply to the two deities when they form the predominant factor and servo 
an entirely different function. AvS a matter of fact however, we find the 
16 
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Smstakn-offermg wiiicli is left midefiiied, — ^From this also it follows that 
the olfering iii question directly helps the main sacrifice. — ^Then again, at 
the Saulrdrmnl sacrifice, the cakes dedicated to Indra^ Varu'^ and Savitr 
are not brought, from the context of the Animal -sacrifice, to those animal - 
sacrifices which have Askwin, Saraavati and Suddman for their deities ; — 
•while they would be so brought in if the ofiering were an act of embellishment ; 
and it has been aheady explained that the mention of its serving the 
purpose of covering up the ‘ holes * is a purely commendatory declamatioh.— 
From this also it follows that the offering in question is an act directly helping 
the main sacrifice.”, 

' -StJTRA (28).;: 

[Purvapalcsa's argument amwered] — beality, it should be eegabdeb 

AS AlSr ACT OF EMBELLISHMENT OF THE BeITY ; BECAUSE IT IS . 

A SUBSIDIAEY,— LIKE THE ^ SvAHAKABA ’ ; SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE SUBSIDIABY DETAILS ABE CON- 
NECTED WITH A PURPOSE. 

Bhdst/a. 

The term ^ api vd’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above 

The ofiering in question is not an act that directly helps the main 
sacrifice ; it should be regarded as an embelUshjnent of it — i.e. of the Deity. — 
‘‘ Why ? ” — Because it is a subsidiary ; Le. because the Deity serves a useful 
purpose ; — hence, just as the ‘ SvdhdJcdra ’-sacrifice is regarded as an act of 
erabellisliment of the Deity, on the ground that, otherwise, it would serve 
no useful purpose,— *similarly should it be in the case in question also. — 
Specially because subsidiary details are cmmected with a purpose ; i.e. in the 
sentence in question we find that there is connection with a purpose.— 
Hence it follows that the offering in question cannot be an act directly 
helping the main sacrifice. Because such details as enter into the very 
constitution of the sacrifice are far superior to those that help it directly. 

It has been argued (under Su. 19) that— “ There is mention of the Deity 
by the word with the ISTominal affix, where the Deity forms the subordinate 
factor ” ; but such mention is made also in those cases where the connection of 
the Deity is enjoined by means of a word of which the Deity forms the pre- 
dominant factor. — ^Further, a perceptible purpose is always superior to the 
imperceptible (transcendental) one. — ^From all tliis it follows that the offer- 
ing in question is an act of embellishment of the Deity. 

SUTRA (24). 

The mention of ‘ defect V also as dxje to the diversity (points 

TO THE SAME CONCLHSION) * AS IT IS FOB THAT. PURPOSE, 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also, the offering in question is an act of 
embellisliment.— In connection with the Sautrd^Tmm sacrifice, it is said that 
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there is a ‘ defect ’ due to the ‘ diversity^’' -of deities ; and this is explicable 
only if the offering is an embellishment, of' the Deity ; the text being as 
follows : — ‘ That which is a defect in tlie Saiitrmnam is a good point in this 
— viz. that the deities of the. Meat-.cakes are distinct from' those of the 
Ariiiiials^h 


SUTRA (25). 

-Mt IS so EVEN m THE CASE OF THE SUBOEDINATE FACTOE — IF THIS 
EE UEGED [then the answer will be as in the following Sutra]. 

Bhclsya. 

Says the Opponent — “You think that the mention of ‘defect’ can 
be explicable only if the offering in cjuestion is an act of embellishment. 
— But that is not right; because the mention of ‘defect’ camiot be 
explained even imder the view that the offering is an act of embellishment ; 
because in reality there is no ‘ defect ’ there ; as the sacrifice becomes more 
Xjerfect by reason of the Cakes having diverse deities. The text says — ‘ It 
is the good point in this that the Cakes have deities different from those of 
the Animals — Thus the objection being applicable to both views should 
not be urged against ^one only. In fact, just as the rriention of ‘ defect ’ 
would be a declamatory assertion under the view’ that the offering is an 
act of embellishment, — so, under the other \new also, it would be a decla- 
matory assertion.” 


SUTRA (26). 


Not so ; because theee is ho haem ; just as m the case 
OF THE Pahs. 


Bhdsya, 


It is not so ; because under your view there has been no harm (wrong) 
— just as in the case of the Pans, if the chaff is all removed by means of 
single Pan, there is no harm done to the other Pans, — so in the ease in ques- 
tion, if the Meat -cake-sacrifice is offered to another Deity, there is no harm 
done to the Deity of the Animal-sacrifice ; and under the circumstances, 
there would be the mention of ‘ defect ’ when, in reality, there has been no 
defect at ail. — ^Under our view, bn the other hand, there is harm done to 
the subsidiary in the shape of the indication of the Deity. — As for the 
assertion — that ‘the defect also becomes a perfection’, — ^it is sometliing 
entirely different. In fact, when the word ‘ defect ’ is used where there has 
been no harm or wrong done, it is clear that the signification of wmrds has 
not been grasped. 
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The deities are common with - those ,, of /'the ^C%Ps/: ^. AND;;^:^ 

ASSERTION IS BASED UPON THAT ; BECAUSE IT IS FOR 
THE SAKE OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the oHering should be taken as an act of 
embellishn'jent : — The assertion^le. the assertion of the Cakes, — is based 
upon the fact that at the Sautrdmum, the deities are common with those of the 
'Cups; — ^this assertion being to the effect that ‘There are no Cakes of these 
animals; these animals have the Cups for their Cakes’, It is not that 
the Cakes are not there; the assertion that ‘ the Cups are their Cakes or 
‘they have the Cups for their Cakes % is based upon the observation that 
tliere is no embellishment by means of offeinngs to diverse deities. — “What 
is the similarity between tlie Cups and the Cakes ? ” — The similarity is 
that they serve tlie •purpose of embellishment ; and this would be possible 
only if the Cakes also served the purpose of embeilishing the deities. — From 
all this it follows that tlie more reasonable view is that the offering is an 
act of embellishment. 

StJTEA (28). 

It is in the absence of the Cups that there is the assertion. 

Bhdsya. 

There isjhe text-^ ' Nuuasya pashorgraham gfhnanti, _ puroddshavdnesa 
pushuh^ [‘They do not take up the Cup of this Animal, it has only the 
Cake’]. — ^Here ‘the absence of the Cup * has been spoken of as being due 
Ho the presence of the Meat -cake, —which show's that the ‘ Cup ’ and the 
^ Cake ’ are meant to serve the same purpose. — Now it has been already 
ound that the ‘Cup’ is for the ‘purpose of ‘ embellisliing ’ the deity; and 
5^*1100 the said assertion wnuld be explicable only if the Cake also were taken 
serving the same purpose (of embellishing the Deity). 

/C-:, . 

‘ SUTRA (29). 

Further, it is well known that the Deity is the occasioner : 

HENCE IT INDICATES (tHE SiDDHANTA YIEW). 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering is an act 
of embellishment: Them is the Mmebhyah pashava 

dlahhyante, Mmd vd agnaydh^ dgneydh purodashd hhavantl, dgneyd hi pasha- 
vail — where the Cakes are spoken of as ‘ bccasioned’ (due to) the deities ; 
and this shows that the Meat-cakes are meant to serve the purpose of 
embellishing the Deity. 
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StJTEA (30). 

The: COHHEGTIOK IS ..NOT INCOMPATIBLE, AS THE .CONDITIONS; ARE 
FBESENT.'; /as IN. THE CASE OF .THE TERM '.ShRTA ’ ; ..AND 

. ;iT wovijD be a 'modification’ - of the sub- : 

SIDIABY FACTOR. 

BMsya, 

It lias been argued (under Sn. 22) that ‘The detail pertaiiiing to the 
subsidiaries could not appertain to the Principals’. — The answer to that is 
as follows : The connection of the details with the Agmsoimya-ojferings 
w^oiild not be incompatible, even though these latter are principal oilerings. 
— “'Why ? ” — Because the conditions are present ; i.e. even though these 
offerings are ‘ principals yet, inasmuch as they bring about the aceom- 
plislinient of the main sacrifiee, they are ‘means’ to that accomplishment 
(and to that extent ‘ subsidiary ’) ; and as such they could very well be 
connected with the details in question ; — just as in the case of the term 
fShrta^ ; i.e. in the case of the expression ‘Rice cooked in boiled milk — 
rice cooked in curds even though the Boiled Milk and the Curds are 
meant for being offered (and in that sense principals), yet they serve the 
purposes of the PranUd vessel, and as such become connected with the 
related details: and there is no mcompatibility in that. 


SUTRA (31). 


It would serve two purposes ; such being the declaration of the 
Veda ; its modificatory character has been asserted on 
THE ground that IT SERVES THAT PURPOSE IN THE CASE 
OF DIVERSITY OF DEITIES.— It HAS BEEN ASSERTED 
THAT IT IS ONLY A DECLAMATORY STATEMENT ” 

[and the ansiver to that is as in th*e next 
Sutra]. 

Bhdst/a. 


It has been argued by the Opponent that — “ the Cakes dedicated t. 
Indra, Varumz and Savitr would become dissociated from the context oi 
the Sautfmnam — ^The answer to this is as follows: — It would serve two 
purposes ; i.e. the sacrifice would serve the purposes of ‘ embellishing the 
Deity ’ as well as that of ‘ covering the holes ’ ; as both of these have been 
declared in the Veda. Consequently, by the mere fact of its serving the 
purpose of ‘ covering the holes ’ in the case of diverse deities, it would not 
become dissociated from the Context ; in fact it would remain in the same 
Context, as a modificatory sacrifiee. 

It has been asserted that ""even this is a merely declamatory statement ” ; 
— the answer to that is as follows — 
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StJTRA (32). 

There BEmct a diyebsii'y oe deities, there is a modieioa- 

qCION : OF .NAMES. 

Bhdsya, 

111 that case (i.e. if it is purely declamatory) ‘dissociation from the- 
Context ’ would be avoided in the following manner : As for the ‘ embellish- 
ment of the Deity’, it cannot be set aside by being dissociated from the 
Context; — at the Sautrdniam, the Cakes that come in by virtue of the 
General Law are those with conomon deities ; so that in that case the terms 
Hiidm'* and the rest can be expressive only of those deities that are con - 
nected with the Animal-sacrifice. — “ How so ? ” — It is undei’stood that the 
names that have been mentioned are really those of these latter deities, but 
they appear only in their partial forms and accompanied by other letters ; 
it is quite possible for component parts to signify the composite whole and 
thereby signify what is denoted by that whole; as is found in the case of 
‘ gdvi \ and such other cormpt words [where the cow comes to be expressed 
by the letter '' ga \ which forms part of the term ‘ go ^ which is what really 
denotes the cota] ; — also in the following Mantra related to the deity 
SarmvaM' — ^ Nivarhaya prajcim vishvasya brsayasya mdyinah\ the term 
* brsaya ^ signifies what is really denoted by the term ‘ brhat “ But wdiy is 
all this assumption made ? ” — Because in eomiection with the sacrifices 
that are meant to serve the purpose of embellishing the deities, if other 
(foreign) deities were to be mentioned, they would be entirely useless. — 
Hence we conclude that the names of deities connected with Calces are only 
modified forms of the names of those connected with the Animal-sacrifice, 

SOTRA (33). 

Or, there may be repetition ; as in the case of the Prayajas^ 

ONE PORTION OF IT AVOULD HAVE ANOTHER DeITY. 

BMsya. 

The term ‘w’ (‘or’) here does not imply the rejection of the above 
vfiew ; it only introduces another argument in support of the view that the 
offering in question is an act of embellishment. 

In fact, the names need not be taken as modified forms of other names ; 
the names could be so taken, if there were no other means of establishing 
the view that the offering in question is an act of embellishment; as a 
matter of fact however, this view can be established e\^en without taking 
the names as ‘ modifications How ?”-~~Tliere would- be repetition of 
the Cake -offering ; at this the Deity of the Animal-sacriftce as well as the 
Cake come in by virtue of the General Law ; for the Deity of the Animal- 
sacrifice, there is another substance laid down in the form of the ‘Cup’, 
and a different Deity for the ‘Cake’; the element of ‘offering ’ (‘sacrifice ’) 
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remains the sa^me {unmodified) in' 'both -eases; and this sacrifice should have 
to be performed as eonneeted with the of the Animal -sacrifice^ as 

also witli the Cup both these cannot be possible without the sacrifice 
being repeated -so that naturally the sacrifice comes to be repeated ; — 
and of this : saeri flee om portion toould have another Deity, — as in the ease 
of the Praydja ; for instance, at the Animal-sacrifice, though all the fiv© 
Praydjas are admissible by virtue of the General Law, it is the number of 
only 'one portion' that lias been actually enjoined; and as this eaimot'b© 
possible without repetition, the Praydjas come to be repeated ; and when 
they are repeated, on© portion of them has different deities in the shape of 
Dura-Usdsd-Naktd^ and so forth. — In the same manner, in the case in 
question also, there would be repetition of the Cake-offering so that 
there would be no dissociation from the Context, even under the view that 
the offering in question is an act of embellishment. 


# 


Adhikaeana (12) : In the sentence ‘ Sauryancharum nir- 
vapet \ the term ‘ charu ’ stands for ‘ odana \ 

‘ Cooked Bice\ 

SUTBA (34). 

The ‘OHAUtr’ shotjii) be taken as a foem of the offering- 

material, BECAtrSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE ACT OF 

‘sacrifice’. 

Bhdsya. 

The Cham is spoken ot in the sentence — ‘ Sauryancharum nirvapet 
hrahammrchasaJcdmcth* One desking 3mhmm glory should offer Charu 
to SUrya^], The Saurya^ offering to Surya^ is a modification (an ectype) of 
the Agmya, offering to Agn/i, as has been established under the Siitra 8. 1. 
28 — ‘ It should be restricted to that of one act on the groimd of there being 
a single thing (deity) ; specially because it is an ectype and is dependent 
upon what has gone before [The ‘ Agneya^ consists of ‘ the offering of a 
oahe baked on eight pans to Agni ; and the ‘ Saurya ’ being an ectype of this 
Agneya, it takes the details tliat should be modifications of the details of 
the Agneya,] 

The question that arises is— ~(A) Does the Charu \ laid down in con- 
nection with the Saurya^ mean the modification of the offering -material (i.e. 
the Cake offered at the Agmya) ? — Or the modification of the Pan (used at 
the Agneya for baking the Cake) ?— (B) If it means a modification of the 
offering-material, then, is the offering-substance modified through the Pot 
or through the Odana t 

On this question, the view that presents itself is that the ' Charu ’ should 
be regarded as involving the modification of the offering-substance ; — 
whj" ? — because it is connected wUh the act of sacrifice ; what is enjoined in 
regard to the " Charu ^ is expressed by the Nominal affix in the word 
‘ Sauryam \ in the sentence ^ Sauryam charum nirvapet ’ ; wliich show^s that 
the ‘ Charu ’ is for the purpose of the sacrifice ; and hence it must be 
regarded as the modification of the offering -substance. 

SUTRA (35). 

[Pobvapaksa] — Beoaitse what is generally known should 

BE AGCEPTEB.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The conclusion arrived at in the preceding Siitra being accepted (by 
both parties), the following view is stated (as Piirvapaksa) in regard to the 
further question (B) stated above The Charu is a modification of the 
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'Offering-substance, and this modification is done through the Pot, because 
■what is generally hnown should be accejMd i thr reasonable course is to 
■accept what is well recognised ; the term ‘ Charu ’ is generally known from the 
Himalaya to Cape Comorin as standing for the Fo^; as a mattei* of fact, all 
over the country, from the Himalaya down to Cape Comorin, the term 
‘ Gharu ' is found to be used in the sense of the Pot. Hence it follows that 
it is through the Pot that the offering -substance is rnodified [i.e. at the 
■Saurya sacrifice, the substance offered remains the Cake, the same as at the 
Agneya, — the only modification that that substance undergoes is that it 
is baked in the Pot instead of in the Pan].” 

SUTRA (36). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it shoitlb be taken as the ' Cookub 
Rice begahse of the connection with ' foob k 

Bhdsya. 

The term ''Charu'' is used in the sense oi CooJced Rice sXm : m the 
present ease, it is more reasonable to take the term as standing for the 
'Cooked Rice than for the Pot. — “ Why ? '^—Because of the connection unth 
Jood ; i.e. all cultured people offer sacrifi^s to deities with substances that 
can be eaten, not with what cannot be eaten ; — from the ’practice of these 
cultured people we infer the and from the Snirti, the basis of Vedic 

text. — Hence it follows tfiat the offering substance is modified through Cooked 
Rice fi.e. it is Cooked Rice that is offered in place of the Cake^. 

SUTRA (37). 

lObjection continued] — It cannot be so : because in that case 

THE TERM WOULD HAVE TWO MEANINGS. 

Bhdsya. 

“ The tenn ‘ Charu ’ cannot be taken as denoting the Cooked Rice ; — 
why ? — ^because in that case, it w'^ould come to have two meanings ; 
a^nd as it is well known as denoting the Pot, its action in signifying the 
Cooked Rice would have to be regarded as indirect indication, based upon 
the connection (of the Rice) with the FoL—Then again, in the case of such 
words, it is not right to attribute to them more than one meaning. — Hence 
it must be admitted that the offering-substance is modified through the 
Pot. — It has been urged that-— ■ Cultured people offer sacrifices to deities 
with such things as can be eaten, and hence there must be a Smrti in support 
of such practice — The answer to tliis is as follows : — ^This inference that has 
been put forward is refuted by the directly perceptible text to the contrary ; 
from the directly perceptible text we learn that the sacrifice is to be per- 
formed with the Pot. — ‘ How so ? ’ — ^Because it is well known that the term 
‘ Charu ’ signifies the Pot ; so that there can be no justification for taking 
the term ‘ Charu ’ in its indirect figurative sense on the basis of mere usage ; 
— even if such an assumption were made, it would mean the rejection of 
the direct signification of the word by usage ,* and this cannot be right ; in 
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fa-ct, it would be right to regard the, usage itself as wrong, m view of the- 
direct signification of the word ; as we hiid in the case of the sentences — 
' ShfdaJsheha mdsarhia chdmhhrthaniahhyamyanti\y ^ Prdjdpatymn charum 
nirtnpU .shaMkppmlamdyusMmah \ (t)P 

SUTRA (38). 

[Objectioii continued — second Purva%mksa put forward:] — Ik beauty, the- 
‘ ChABU ' MUST BE TAKEN AS INVOLVING THE MODIFICATION OF , 

THE Pan ; in a case of doubt, the matter is deter** 

MINED BY ' UTILITY ’ AND 'REASON’,” 

BMsya, 

“ Id fact, the very first proposition — that the ‘ Charu ’ is a niodificatioii 
of the ojfering-siihatance — cannot be proved ; In regarding it as a modifica- 
tion of the Fol, it would be necessary to assume, from Practice, the Vedic 
text as the basis of the Smrti (on which the Practice would be based);-— 
lastly, if the rno(liftcatiou were through Cooked Bice, then itivoukl necessitate 
the assumption of an indirect figiuative meaning for the term, on the basis 
of its connection with the Pot but there is yet another way available : 
that the 'ChariiC be taken as the modification of the Paa.— For these 
reasons, the panicle ' rd ’ {in the Sutra) should be taken as rejecting all the 
aforesaid \dews and we put forward the view that the ‘ Charu is a modifica- 
tion of the Pa)i , — The modification of the Pan also is of use to Stirya ; hence- 
it can bo spoken of as ‘ Saurya ",- — ^There is reason also in support of the 
view in the shape of the fact that cooking can be done in the Pot. — ^Thiis. 
there being some doubt regarding the view that ‘ Charu ’ is a modification 
of the offering-substance, we should accept the view that it involves a modi- 
fication of the Pa??.*’ 

SUTRA (39). ; 

\(}bfection and Pwrvapaksa (B) eotiimned]--^^ Also bEcait>se there is a 
B lFl-ERENCE BETWEEN THE SECONDARY AND THE PRIMARY.” 

Bhdsya, 

Tiiere is a clear difference between the Secondary and the Primary r 
it may be right to set aside the Secondary ; but it can never be right to set 
aside the Primaiy : this has been explained under Sfi. 12. 2. 25.” 

SUTRA (40). 

[Objection and Purvapaksa {B) conUnuedd^ — "Also because when the 
' Charu ’ is spoken of, another offering-substance is 

■ . . MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya, 

“In a case where the 07iam is spoken of, there is mention of another 
offering-substance — ‘ Prdgapatydni ghrte cliavimh nirvapet shatcikrmalanidyus- 
hlmnh\ where tlie offering-material mentioned is ‘100 gold -pieces and 
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the Charu is only something related to' ■ that substance. That gold-pieces 
can be used for offering is clearly ;■ shown by' the text that sayia— ^ One 
:;mahes offerings of foiir ea-ch.’V 

SUTRA (41). ' 

[Objection and Purvapahsa {B) eoncfi/dcd]— “ Also becaijse we fikd 

A TEXT INDICATIVE OF THE vSAME- CONCLtTSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

” There is the declaration— ‘ MdTutancllaruy^nwvapet prmlnfJm dugdM 
praiyaiigavam ymmalcdmah ’ where the offering -substance mentioned is the 
FriyanffU-QOvrL cooked in milk ; — as for the GJmru it is a product of Clay 
(in the shape of the Pan), and not a product of PnVa%M'Corns.— Hence the 
offering-substance is something entirely different, and the Charu involves, 
only a modification of the Pan.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Anstver to objection and Furvapaksa (R)]— In fact, it should be 
UNDEBSTOOD AS ‘ OdANA ’ (CoOKED RiCE) ; BECAUSE 

OF THE USE. 

Bhdsya, 

From the use of the Nominal affix — in the expression \SauryasheIiaruh 
kartavyah ’ — ^it follows that the ‘ Chum ’ is a modification of the ojfering- 
substance. According to the Purvapahsa view, the action taken in accordance 
with the injunction ‘ Sauryah charuh TcaHavyah ’ would be that the Cake 
would be offered (but cooked in a pot) ; — ^if this were done, then the idea 
derived from the injunction, that * it is the Charu that should be offered and 
thereby connected with Surya \ would become set aside ; — so that in offering 
the Cake, the connection established with Surya would be of a thing that is in - 
capable of such connection, and not of that which is capable. — then, the 
original offering -substance {Cake) is modified (at the Saurya sacrifice), — then 
the modification should be by means of the Cooked Bice ; because from the 
Himalaya down to Cape Comorin, the term ‘ Charu ’ is recognised as 
denoting Cooked Rice; and in that case we secure the proper connection 
(with the Deity) of something to he eaten. 

It has been argued (in Su. 37) that-— “ it is not right to attribute two 
meanings to one word — It is certainly not right to attribute two meanings 
to a word ; but why should there be this impropriety in taking the term 
* Charu ^ as denoting Cooked P^ce, by reason of its denoting the Pot, — and 
not in taking it as denoting Poty by reason of its denoting Cooked Bice ? 
In fact there are texts declaring that the term ‘ Charu ’ denotes Cooked 
Bice, — such as ‘ A'ymvasrdvitdntarusmapakvo vishadasiddha odanashcharuh ’ 
Charu is that Cooked Rice from which the water has not been strained,. 
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which has been cooked by intemal heat and which has become soft and 
yet the grains remain distinct This has been explained above -onder 
Sutra 3, 3.^38. Smrti is more authoritative than ; hence it follows 

that the term ‘ Charu ’ denotes Cooked Bice ; so that in the case in question 
it is through Cooked Rice that the offering-substance is modified this will 
.also serve the purpose that the sacrifice shall be offered with, something to 
he eaten. Further, there is no such substance appertaining to as 

would be connected with the Oik»w,--^It may be argued that “ there is 
the Cake which would come in under the General Law — But that cannot 
be; the General Law (applying the details of the archetype to the ectype) 
•comes in after the injunction of the action (ectype) has been fully accom- 
plished; — as a matter of fact, there is no injunction of the sacrifice {Saurya) 
before the word ‘ charuh ’ has been pronounced ; because what the term 
‘ sacrifice ’ connotes is the connection of a Deity with a substance ; — Whence 
it is clear that the term ‘ Cham ’ which comes in the wake of the injunction 
(of the act), can never qualify the Cake; for the simple reason that the 
General Law can come in only later on. 

SUTRA (43). 

Also because it has been spokek of as something new. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the offering-substance 
is modified through Cooked Rice. — ‘‘For what reason^” — For this reason 
tliat it is spoken of as something new : Says the text — ‘ The deities prospered 
in this world through the Cake, and in the other world, through Charu * ; 
where having spoken of the ‘ prosperity V through the Cake, it goes on to 
add ‘ through the Charu in the other world ’ ; if the term * Charu ’ denoted 
only the Pot and the Charu were only a. modified Pot, — then the Charu 
would come in in that same connection in which the Cake came in ; so that the 
statement that ‘ through the Cake the deities prospered in this world ’ would 
mean the same as that ‘ they prospered in tliis world through the Charu ’ ; 
— ^if that were so then there would be no justification for the second clause 
‘through Charu in the other world’, where the ^ Charu ^ is spoken of as 
.something different (from the ‘Cake’). — ^From this also it follows that the 
offering-substance is modified through the OooM Bfce. 

SUTRA (44). 

To THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INBICATH^E TEXT ALSO. 

Bhdsya, 

If this view is accepted then it is possible to explain an indicative text 
that we find. — “ How f ”— There is the text — ' Adityah prdyamyash^> 
.charuh aditya udayanlyah^ ; and in this connection there is the further text 


im.9 


adhyIya 
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ef>^i»ra ajyabh&gdn yajati, pathyam svasti- 

herfTrr'^^.r'^"*-' smmram yajati, aditim.odanena ' ;_ 

here we have the injunction of the four ^ IjyabMga’ oiferin® — now .. 

regard, the (last) offering to ‘ Aditi % it is a reiteration of what has gone 

SHex^ ? Tr ‘ that the ‘ Gfu^ru > (of the 

fet text) lb spoken of (m the second text) as ‘Oduna’ (Cooked Rice) — 

Ri^eh shows that the offeriiig-substance is modified through the Cooked 

‘ indicative of the same conelusion- 

YaM. tamiiM vidyate amaniad havihsyat’ (‘If the rice %vere there, it would 
be a raw offering-substance ’) j-here the term ‘ havih ’ (offering-substance) 
has been apphed to the Rice ; which also shoivs tliat in the case in question, 

the offeimg-siibfcjtance is modified tlii'ough the Cooked Rice, 



Adhikaeana (13): The ^ Goohed Bice' to be offered to 
Siirya is to be cooked in a Pot. 

SCTRA (45). 

[PObvapak§a (A)—-contmuei]-~“ It should be done in the Pan^ 
IN ACCOBDANOB WITH THE AbOHETYPE ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE 
NO OTHBE SUBSTANCE HAS BEEN MENTIONED.” 

Bhasya. 

Thsre is the ‘ Cooked .Rice ’ spoken of in the text — ‘ One desiring 
Brahmic glory should offer Cooked Rice to Surya '' ; we have learnt above 
that the offering-substance in the Ectype is the Cooked Rice ; now the 
question arises — In what (vessel) is the rice to be cooked ? 

The likely view that presents itself first of all is as follows : — '' There 
can be no restriction in the matter, — ^such as that ‘ the cooking must 
be done in pam ^ ; in fact, it; could be cooked in any vessel that might be 
obtained. — -If the Pan be taken ' as corning in by virtue of the Cleiieral Law, 
then, like the Pan, the number (eijgr/ti) also of the Pan should come in. 
Then again, in connection with the ■■Archetype also there is., no such injunc- 
tion as that ‘the cooking should 'be:' done ■ in; pans' ; ail that is said, in 
the text is that ‘it is one, baked ori-.eigr^^- pans.’ ;-~and when this, .number, 
(el^jht) comes in, what comas to be enjoined (in regard to the Batirya) is the 
presence of eight pans^ not anytliing else -as a matter of fact however, the 
number (eight) does not come in:;, for .-the simple „ reason that the, ‘Cooked 
Rice’ cannot bo cooked, i like, the cake, on several pans.— -On the other 
hand, if the mere Paw came in, then ‘ the presence of eight pans’, which 
had been enjoined, would, not come .in.—Prom all this it follows that the 
Gooked Bice should be cooked in any vessel that may be available.” 

^ “As against this view says.. the Purmpaksm , — “ we assert as follows : 
It shoM he done in the Pan, in accordance with the Archetype; specially 
because ■}io other substance has been mentioned % — ^i.e. the ‘ Cooked Rice ’ should 
,be Cooked in the Pan, ; as thus alone would the words like the Archetype ’ 
(in the General Law that ‘the-Ectype should be performed like the ArcJie^ 
type ’) be followed ; nor is there any other substance mentioned ; — and there 
must be; restriction [that is, the vessel used must . be the Pan only"], 

“It has been argued that ‘ like the Pan, the number (eight) also would 
come in.’ — This has got to be refuted [and the refutation is as follows] — 

StJTRA (46). 

[PCtrvapaivSxI (A) — concluded ] — “ Ix should .be done in one only, 

BECAUSE OF IMPOSSIBILITY.” 

Bhdmja, 

If it is not possible iov \hB Cooked Bice to be cooked in several pans, 
then, by reason of this be cooked in one pan only. 
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If it b© argiied that what the words ‘ astakapdlo hhavati ’ means is that 
^ it should be cooked in eight pans w© deny this ; if, by reason of impos- 

sibility, the miniber ‘ eight cannot come in, then the Pan alone would 
■ come ill.’® 

SUTEA (47). 

[PUEVAFAKSA (B)] — '' WhAT HAS BEEN ASSERTED ABOVE CANNOT BE 

DONE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF A DIFFERENT SUBSTANCE ; 

, . THAT WHICH IS USED IN THE COOKING OF THE CaKE WOULD 

HAVE TO HOLD WATER, IN ' THE COOKING OF RlOE ; IN . 

V - FACT THE VESSEL . TO BE USED SHOULD BE ONE 

It. 'WAT WILL SERVE THE PURPOSE; CONSE- 

Qt. "'ENTLY THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 

TK JN IN REGARD TO VESSELS THAT 

f p • ■ 

ARE EQUALLY CAPABLE OF 

SERVING THE purpose/’ 

BMsya. 

•ue ' . 

“The Rice should ’ not be cooked in pans. — Why? — Because of the 

^ presence of a different subt iA/ncev=-~TKe Pan is used in the cooking of Cakes, 
with a view that the heat^ jf The Pan itself brings about the cooking of the 
Cake ; — if, h pw e\%>**c7r^the Pan were used for the cooking of Rice, it would 
hold water, as in the case of the Rice, the cooking is brought about 
by the heat of the water ; and in this case, the cooking is not brought about 
by the heat of the Pan. Thus then, if the Pan were used for the holding 
of water, it would not be used for the purpose for which it is used at the 
Archetype; and to that extent, the General Law would not be followed, — 
From all this it follows that the vessel to he used should he one that will serve 
4he purpose ; and lienee, in regard, to vessels that are equally capable of serving 
the purpose (of cooking the Rice), tJm'e should he no restriction as to which 
, one of them should be used.” 

SOTRA (48), 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, it should be done in the Pot [in the case 
OF Rice], because we find texts indicative of that view. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the cooking in question should be done in the Pot. There is 
the text indicative of that view — ‘ Ydsu sthaTisu somdhsyuh te 

eharai^ah sy ?///*' [‘Those pots that contained the Soma should be used in 
the cooking of Ride'^ speaks of the Rice as to be cooked in the 

Soma-pots, and hence spTsc- i^idicates the Pot as the vessel to contain the 

Cooked Rice. 

Says the Opponent—" What „ - bring forward is merely an indicative 

text ; please state some reasons.” 
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a matter of fact, the cooking of what is known as ‘ cooked 
Rice^> ii, found to be done in the pot, never in a frying-pan or. a pan.-- 
From all this it follow's ttot the cooking of Rice shomd be done m the Pot., 


Qaestio)i—“ What is the purpose served by all this discussion as to 
whether the ‘ Charu > involves a modiaeation of the Pan or it is made an 

offering-substance in the form of Ooohed Bice ? ” 

U) If the ‘Oharu’ involves a modification of the Pan, the 

rMm would have to be done, as the need for it would not have dis- 
anoeared • on the other hand if ‘ Cham ’ were an offering-substanspai? .ntr ' 
form of Ooohed Rke, then there would be no griridmg ; as^' grinding of 
the .wains is needed only for the making of Cakes.-(6) I&ther, under the 
Purmpak 9 a view, it is necessary to mix the flour with ^ater for the purpose 
of obtaining the dough; while under the SiMMnU, this would not be 
necessarv -{c) So also with the placmg of the flour m a vessel for mixing 
water -(d) Heating also (of the Pan) for the purmses of cooking would 
Irive to be done from below, under the Pur vapaksa view ; not so under the 
S!ddkma.-ie) Similarly with the placing of the Pan on the Fire.— (/) 
Under the PSrmpafcja, "the dough would have to be spread out and 
smoothened ; not so under the Siddhaiita.—ifl^TJndev the Purvapaksa, 
it -would be necessary to place live coals over the thing ; not so under the 
SiddMnta ; as it is onl.v for the purpose of the cooking ot W-ccy^er portion 
(of the Cake).— (/() So also with the applying of heat all round (with flaming 
grass). -^(i) Under the Purvapaksa, the thing has to be taken out of ^ the 
Pan avid kept aisde, because it is neceasary to do it ; under the 8>Mhanta, 
there would be no neces.sity for doing it ; and hence it would not be done ; 
because the taking out and keeping aside has to be done because there is need 
for it ; and that which is done on this ground is not transferred to another 
act under the General Law, 

Or, wo mav take each of these nine items separately— each being dealt 
.with in a separate Adhikarana, in the following nine Adhikaranas. 


Adhikaeana (14) : There is to be no ‘ grinding ’ in 
connection with the ‘ Goohed Rice to be offet ed 
at the ‘ Saurya ’ sacrifice. 

SUTRA (49). 

[PUEVAPAKSA]- “ In this CASE ‘ GBINDING ’ SHOTTr:.: BE 
THE NEED EOB IT HAS NOT DT'" -‘^^AEBD.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the offering of Cooked iext~‘ Saurpati. 

ch-arunnirvapU hrahmavarchasahama^ 


lone ; AS 


Desiring Brahmic glory, one should 
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offer Cooked Rice dedicated to we have understood that the 

offering-substance meant by " Ohani\ m Cooked Rice. — ^The question that 
arises now is — Should be done in the case of Cooked Rice [as it is 

done in the case of the Oa/ce at the not ? 

On this question, the Fur vapakm view is that — ''^Grinding should he 
done, as the need for it has yiot disappeared, — and it is possible to do the 
j7nndm<7 to the Rice 

StJTRA (50). 

[BiddhIxta] — ^There shoxjld^be xo performaxcb of the grixdixg ; 

AS IT IS FOB THE purpose OF MAKIXG THE CaKE. 

Bhdsya, 

Even though it is possible to do the grinding to the Rice, yet it is not 
to be done. As for the Cake, it cannot be made without the grinding (of 
the corn) ; the Cooked Rice, on the other hand, is obtained without the grind- 
ing ; in fact the grinding would actually destroy it ; as in that ease it would 
become either dough or gruel or something like oil -cake. — ^Hence we conclude 
that in the case of Cooked Rice, grixidirig is excluded. 


^^.^^^DHIKARANA {\5) : The '‘mixing of water'' need not he 
done in the case of the '‘ Cooked Rice ’ to he offered 
* to Surya. 

SUTRA (51). 

The ' Mixixcf of water ’ also (need xot be done) ; as it is meant 

FOR MAKING THE DOUGH. 

Bhdsya. 

Here also the ‘Cooked Rice ’ may be taken as the example. 

In connection with the Archetype (i.e. the Agneya) we read — ‘ Pranitd- 
bhirhavimsi samyauti * [‘ With water from the Pramta-Yessel, one mixes 
water with the offering-substance ’]. — In regard to this there arises the 
question — In the ease of the Cooked Rice (which is the substance offered at 
the Ectype, the Saurya) — should the ‘mixing of water’ be done or not? 
— The Purvapaksa is that “it should be done, as it can be done”. — In 
answer to this, we have the Siddhdnta that even though it can be done, 
it should not be done ; because it is for the purpose of making the dough 
of the flour that water is mixed ; and the dough is needed for making the 
Cake, not for obtaining the Cooked Rice. 


17 
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Adhikaraija (16): There is to be no "Throwing into 
the vessel \ in connection with the ‘ Cooked 
* Rice’’ to he offered to Surya. 

SUTRA (52). 

So ALSO THE ‘ Throwing OE THE dohgh into the vessel ’, as it is 

BOB THE SAME PURPOSE. 

EhMsya. ^ 

The ‘ Cooked Bice" is again to be treated as the ease in question. 

In connection with the archetypal Agneya we read — ‘ He throws the 
dough into the vessel", connecting it with the deities, reciting the Mantra, 
® SavUrprasutu, etc.’. — In regard to the Cooked Rice, there arises the question 
— Should, or should not, this ‘ Throwing into the vessel ’ be done ?— The 
Purmpaksa view is that — inasmuch as it can be done, and as it is necessary 
to follow the General Law, it should be done — In answ^er to this, we have 
the Slddhdnta that at the Archetype, this act is done for the purpose of 
‘mixing with water’ (and making the- dough) ; but in the case of the 
Cooked Eke, there is no need for the ‘ mixing with water ’ (or making the 
dough) — [Hence it need not be*done]. 


Adhikaeana (17): The ^ Heating of the Pan^ need not 
he done in connection with the Cooked Rice to he 
offered to 8urya, 

SUTRA (53). 

So ALSO THE ‘ HeATIKG OF THE pAN AS IT IS FOB THE PURPOSE OF 

cooKEsra the lower portion. 

BJidsya, 

Again there is a question regarding the Cooked Rice , — In connection 
with the Archetype (Agneya), fhe ‘ Heating of the Pans ’ has been laid dowm 

as to be done with the Mantra—^ Vasundm rudrmidm, etc. etc tapya- 

dJwam \ — ^The question is-— Is this ‘ Heating of the Pans ’ to be done in 
connection with the Cooked Rice, or not ?— -The Pzrwpate is that “ it 
should be done, in accordance with the General Law that ‘ the Eetype sliould 
be performed Uke'tJie Archetype ^ — ^The answer to this is that the said 
‘ Heating’ is done for the purpose of cooldng the lower part of the Cake ; 
and hence the General Law does not apply this to the ease of the Cooked 
Rice (where there is no upper or lower part). 


ADHYIyA X, PABA I, ADHIKAEAYA (18). 


1675 


Adhik ARANA ( 18 ) : There is to be fw ^ Pkicing of the Pan 
upon the Fire ’ in mnn \ction tvith the ^ Cooked 
Rice ’ to he offered to Surya. 

HUTRA (54). 

" So ALSO THE ' PlACIHG OF THE PaK OH THE PlRB AS THIS ' 
ALSO IS FOE THAT PITEPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

Ill connection with the Cooked Rice again, there arises the question 
regarding the ‘ Piacing of the Pan upon the Fire ’ — Should it be done or 
not "i — The Purvapahsa is that — “ it should be done, because of the General 
Law that the Ectype should be performed Ulce fJie Arclietyj^e — It lias to 
be excluded however, because this also is for the purpose of cooking the 
lower part (of the Cake). 


Adhikarana ( 19 ) : There is to he no ^ spreading out and 
smoothening ’ in comiection with the Cooked Rice to 
he offered to Surya. 

SUTRA (55). 

The ' Spbeading ahd Smoothening ’ also (should not be done), 

AS THERE IS NO CaKE. 

Blidsya, 

In regard to the ‘ Spreading out and Smoothening ’ there is the same 
question as to whether or not it should be done in connection with the 
Gooked Rice . — In connection with the Archetype (Agneya) we read — 
' Reciting the Mantra, Uriiprathd, etc., he spreads out the Cake b — ‘ Reciting 
the Mantra, Sante tanvd tanuh, etc., he smoothens it — The question is — 
Should these two acts be done in the case of Cooked Rice ? — Tlie Purvapahsa 
is that, “in accordance with the General Law, they should be done”.— 
But it has to be excluded by reason of the fact that the substance in this 
case is not a Cake (which alone needs to be spread out). 
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Adhikabana ( 20 ) : There is to be no ‘ Covering up with live 
coals’’ in the case of Cooked Bice to he offered to 

Surya. 

SUTRA (56). 

So ALSO THE ‘ COVEEING XJP WITH LIVE COALS ’ ; AS THIS IS MEANT EOE 
THE COOKING OF THE HPPEE POETION. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Archetype {Agneya) we read — ‘ Places live coals- 
on the Cake with the ladle ’. — The question is — Should this be done in the 
case of the Cooked Bice to be offered to Surya ? — The Pur vapahsa m Ah&t 
— “ in view of the General Law that the Ecty]3e should be performed like 
the Archetype., it should be done ’’.-—In answer to this we have the Siddhanta 
that the act in question is done in connection with the Cake for the purpose 
of the cooking of its upper portion; and as there is no upper part to be 
cooked in the case of Cooked Bice, the act becomes excluded. 


Adhikarana (21) : There is to he no ‘ applying of Heat all 
round ’ in the case of Cooked Rice to he offered to 

Surya, 

SUTBA (57). 

So ALSO THE ' applying OF HEAT ALL ROFND 
„ Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamam, we read — ‘ He applies heat 
all round the Cake with tufts of Kusha -grass — In regard to the Cooked 
Rice to be offered to Surya, there arises the question — Should the act be 
done or not ? — ^The Purvapaksa is that — it should be done, in accordance 
with the General Law that the Ectype should be performed like the 
Archetype”. — But it has to be excluded as this also is done in the case of 
the Cake for the purpose of the cooking of its upper portion. 


ADHYIyA X, PiDA l^ -ADHIKAEANA (22). 
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Adhikaraka ( 22 ): There is to he no ^Talcing out and 
keepmg, aside ^ in the case of the Cooked Rice to 
he offered to Sdrya. 

SUTRA (58). 

So ALSO THE ' Taking out and keeping aside ® ; as it has not been 

so iHENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH THE AhCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya, 

In contieotion with the Archetype {Agneya) we read — ‘ Keeps the 
oHering-materials within the altar ’ ; this is done at the Agneya in this 
manner that the Cake is taJken out of the Pan and then lcept» — ^In connection 
With the Cooked Rice, there arises the question — Should it he taken out 
of the Pot and kept aside ? Or the taking otit is not to be done ? — The 
Purmpahsa view is that — inasmuch as it is done at the Archetype, it 
should be done in the case in question — In answer to this we have the 
following Siddhdnta : — The Taking out and keeping aside also [should not he 
done), as it is not so mentioned in connection with the Archetype ; — as a matter 
of fact, in connection with the Archetype also there is no such declaration 
as that * the Cake should be kept after having been taken otit of the Pans \ — 
it is so taken out only because of the needs of the situation ; and what is 
done only by reason of the exigencies of the situation is not transferred by 
the General Law (to the Eetype). Hence it follows that there is to be no 
* Taking out’# In fact, if this ‘Taking out’ were to be done, it could be 
done only after it has been dried and become like the wood -apple ; and in 
that case, the Pot would be broken. Hence we conclude that in connection 
with the Cooked Rice, there should be no ‘ Taidng out and keeping aside 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya X. 


ADHYlYA X. 

PADA II. 


Ai)HiKARAiSiA (1): ^ CooMng ^ has to he done also in the 

case 'where the ‘ Cham ' consists of gold-pieces, 

SUTRA (1). 

[Puiwapaksa]— In the case of gold-pieces, there SHQITLD be no 
' Cooking’, as there is no need for it.” 

Bha§ya, 

There is the m]unction’---" Prd jdpatyam charum nirvapet ghrte shata- 
hrmalamdyuskdmah' [‘Dt^siring longevity, one should offer to Prajdpati the 
Charu in tlie shape of a Hundred gold-pieces in Clarified Butter’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Does the General 
Law of * Cooking ’ apply to the gold-pieces and hence it should be performed ? 
Or does it not apply to it and hezice it is not to be performed ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Cooking should 
not be done to the gold-pieces ; at the Archetype, the cooking is done for 
the purpose of preparing the Cake ; while in the ease in question, even without 
the cooking, the gold-pieces remain ‘ gold-pieces ’ [and these are what are 
needed]. Hence the Cooking is not transferred to the gold-pieces, and it 
should, therefore, not be done.” 

SOTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be done, because it is directly 

ENJOINED, JUST like THE ACT OF ' OFFERING 
Bhdsya. 

In reality, Cooking should be done (to the gold-pieces) ; it does not 
come in by virtue of the General Law ; there is a direct injunction of their 
Cooking, in the text — ‘Cooks them in Clarified Butter’ ; it is to be done, 
not for the purpose for wliich it is done at the Archetype ; it is to be done 
by virtue of the direct mjunction, for some transcendental purpose ; just as, 
though the gold-pieces are not fit for eating, yet they are offered by virtue 
of the direct injunction, so should the Cooldng of them also be done. 



Adhikaeana (2) : In the case of the goW-piece, the ‘ Upas- 
tarana ’ a^id the ‘ Abhighdrana ’ should 
not be done. 

SUTRA (3). 

There should be no ‘ Upastarana ’ and ■ ‘ Abhigshaeana because 

THEY AEE EOR THE PURPOSE OF NECTARISATION. 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to tlie ‘ fJharu ’ in the shape of gold-pieces, there arises the* 
qiiestion~-The "Upastarana^ (Rubbing) and "AhMgJmrana^ (Ponring out) 
that are done at the Archetype, in accordance with the text ‘ When one 
rubs and. pours out, he makes the libation nectarine % — are the.se two. 
Rubbing and Pouring out, to be done in connection with the gold-pieces— 
or not ? , 

On this question, the view that naturally presents itself (as the 
Siddhdnta) is as follows There should be no performance of the ‘rubbing ’ 
and the ‘ pouring out ’ ; — why V — because they are for the purpose of ‘ nectarisa- 
lion ’ ; these two acts are done for the purpose of ‘ nectarising ’ (the 
oblation); says the text — ‘When one scatters and poxirs out, he nectarises 
the libation’, where the citing of the likeness of ‘nectar’ shows that the 
acts serve the purpose of making the libation tasty ; and as there can be no 
taste in the gold-pieces, the said acts should not be performed. 

SUTRA (4). 

[Purvapalcsa argument against Biddhdnta'] — In fact, the acts in 

QTJESTION SHOULD BE DONE ; AS THE TEXT IS ONLY A DECLA- 
MATORY STATEMENT ; AND THE ACTS SERVE THE 
PURPOSE OF MERE CONTACT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“The ‘Rubbing’ and the ‘ Pouring out’ should be done, — in accord- 
ance with Sutra 10. 1.^ 1 — -‘Inasmuch as the Injunction has been transferred 
to the entire context, all the details should be performed ’. — It has been 
argued that — ‘ the acts are done for the purpose of making the libations 
tasty ’ ; but as a matter of fact, in connection with the Archetype, they have 
not been laid down as being for the purpose of ‘ tastiness — there being 
no such expressions as — ‘it should be made tasty’. — ^Hence the text — 
‘ makes the libations nectarine ’ must be regarded as a merely declamatory 
statement ; in fact, what is done (by the two acts) is mere smearing of the 
Clarified Butter and of the offering-substance ; — and this contact can be 
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don© in tlie case of tlie j^oM-pieces also ; hence there should be no exclusion 
of the acts in question.” 

SUTRA (5). 

In fact, the acts shoxtli) not be done ; because thebe 

IS ASSERTION OF ' MAKING ' UP' ’ BY -MBANS ' OF FOUR. ; AND -tVHAT 
IS MADE UP WITH IT WOULD BE THE ' QUADRUPLE 

Oblation’. 

BMsya. 

The term ‘ w’ (‘in fact ’) rejects the view just set forth. 

There should be no performance of the two acts. — “Why ? ” — Bemuse 
there is assertion of ‘ malcing up ’ hy means of four f—ia the text ‘ Chatvdri 
krsrmldni amdyatl * [‘ He offers four gold-pieces — “ What do you mean ? ” 
— There are four gold-pieces which make up four oblations, — one gold- 
piece taking the place of one oblation ; and for this reason the two acts of 
‘rubbing’ and ‘ pouring oxit ’ should be excluded. — Similarly there is 
assertion of ‘ accomplishment ’ also, in the text — ‘ He offers four gold - 
pieces for the making up of the Quadruple Oblation ’ ; and it is only when 
something is not there that it is ‘made up’ by means of another thing; — 
for this reason also the ‘Rubbing’ and the ‘Pouring out’ should not be done. — 
If it were made up with it— and with the ‘Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring — then, 
it would be the full Quadruple Oblation by itself, and in that case the use 
of the term ‘ make up ’ would be incompatible with it. [The ‘ Rubbing ’ 
and ‘ Pouring ’ serve the purpose of accomplishing the Quadruple Oblation, 
hence if these were done in the case in question, the Quadruple Oblation 
would be already accomplished and there would be no need of its being 
‘ made up ’ by means of ‘ four gold-pieces ’ as declared in the former text.] 

SIJTRA (6). 

[Purmpahsa view reiterated] — “ Thebe should be performance of 

THE ACTS ; BECAUSE THE EXACT MEASURE OF THE PRINCIPAL 
OBLATION HAS BEEN LAID DOWN ; AND IT COMES IN AS 
A SUBSIDIARY BY TIRTUE OF 

SIMILARITY.” 

Bhdsya. 

“As a matter of fact, there should be performance of the acts in 
question, — ^for the purpose of obeying the General Law’. — In connection 
with the Archetype, the exact measure of the princiiDal oblation has been 
laid down in the text — ‘ Offers to deities an oblation of the size of the 
thumb -j oint ’ ; — in the text quoted by the Siddhdntin also the term ‘gold- 
piece’ denotes a certain measure; — and it is connected with the number 
four, in the text — ‘ he offers four gold-pieces ’ this does not mean that 
the four original oblations (of Clarified Butter) are of the size of a gold- 
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piece; in fact the term ‘ ’ (gold- ^iieee) denotes a definite ineasure 

of gold, and it cannot denote a measiire of Clarified Butter. — The said 
measure (of gold) therefore cannot exclude the s^ihstance; as the purpose 
served by a substance (Butter) cannot be served by a qualitA’ (measure); 
the measure C Krfnala \ gold -piece) can only serve that purpose at the 
ectype, which is served by the measure {‘thumb joint’) at the Archetype ; 
and hence all that it can do is to exclude from the Ectype this latter 
measure. For instance, when it is said — ‘ Here is curd, clarified butter, 
vegetables and here is rice, — ^feed Devadatia ; feed, like Devadatta, 
YajfiadaUa with oil we know that the use of the oil lies in lubricating 
the food, and hence in the food of Yajnadatta, it can exchide (from among 
the articles mentioned in the first part of the sentence) only the Clarified 
Butter, which also serves the same purpose of lubricating the food,— and 
not the vegetable or the curd or the rice. Similarly in the case in question, 
what the second measure (‘ Krsnala ’) does is to measure the principal obla- 
tion (the substance) itself, and as such it would exclude only the original 
measure (‘thumb-joint’) of the substance, not the substance (Clarified Butter) 
itself ; — and from the Context, the second measure (Krmala) woiild apper- 
tain to the principal oblation, not to the ‘Rubbing’ and ‘ Pouring — 
From all this it follows that these acts should not be excluded.” 

StJTRA (7). 

“Also becattse they form a sinc4LE oblatiox.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

‘‘The following text shows that the four (gold -pieces) form a single 
oblation — ‘ Four gold-pieces form one oblation ’ ; in the other case there 
would be four oblations, which would be contrary to the assertion that 
‘ it is a single oblation — For this reason also the acts in question should 
not be excluded.” 

SUTRA (8). 

“ As FOR THE MEKTIOK OF ‘ MAKING UP THAT IS DUE TO THE 
SAMENESS, OF NUMBER.” 

Bhdsya, 

[The Purvapahsin 'continues! — “ It has been argued (under Su- 5) 
that there is mention of ‘ making up ’ ; — but this is only a commendation 
of the number ‘ four — the sense being that ‘ the great virtue of the number 
four is such that the offering of a single oblation makes up four oblations 
For instance, when the Vaishvadeva is mentioned in connection with the 
morning-extraction — in the text ^ Prdtahsavane vd etad vaishvadeva-yajnam 
samsthdpayati — ^it means only a commendation of the Vaishvadh:a. not the 
exclusion of other extractions ; similarly in the case in question, we have the 
commendation of the number Fo^lr, not the exclusion of the acts of ‘ Rubbing* 
and ‘Pouring’,” 
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SUTRA (9), . 

[Ohjextion to last STitra] — Bbt the mention of 'making up’ with 

,, ;iiEFEEENCE TO ^YHAT ABE ALREADY THEBE IS USELESS. 

BMsya, 

The particle ' ’ (‘but’) sets aside the view that the sentence is a 
commendation of the number jPowr. As a matter of factp the 

‘ Rubbing ’ and the ‘ Pouring out ’ are already there, the mention of their 
‘ making up ’ cannot be a commendation. It is only when something is 
spoken of as bringing about (or making up) what has not been there, that 
it is regarded as indicating its efficiency, and is commended as such; 
— if, on the other hand, it makes up what is already there, then it means 
that it is useless, and this means no commendation. Thus the mention of 
‘making up’ in reference to the ‘'Rubbing’ and ‘Pouring out’, which 
are already there, would be useless. Hence you should put forward another 
answer (to the argument of Su. 5). 

SUTRA (10). 

[The Purvapaksm suggests another answer to Hu, 5] — " Thebe should 
BE option; as ' one oblation ’ ALSO HAS BEEN 
. MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ' tu^ implies the rejection of the view that the ‘ rubbing ’ 
and ‘ pouring out ’ are to be excluded because of the mention of ‘ making 
up’. 

“ you say that from the indicative premise in the shape of the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ we infer the exclusion of the two acts ; similarly from the 
indicative premise in the shape of the mention of ‘ one oblation ’, it may be 
inferred that there is no exclusion of the acts. — Thus there being optional 
indicatives, the mention of ‘ making up ’ cannot prove the absolute exclusion 
of the acts.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[The Pufvapaksin rejects the argument of the Siddhdntal — “ If all 
WEBE TBANSFOBMED, THE BBPETITION WOULD BE MEANING- 
LESS ; WHILE (UNDEB OUB VIEW), IT WOULD APPEBTAIN 
TO THE OTHEB OFFEBING-SUBSTANCE ; — ^IF IT WEBE 
HELD TO BE FOB THE SAKE OF THE SviSTAKBT- 
OFFEBINO, THAT WOULD BE MOST 
UNBEASONABLE. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ^ tu'^ in the {Sutra) implies the rejection of the argument 
(of Su. 5) based upon the mention of ‘ making up , 
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The Purvapahsa continues — When the argument based on the mention 
of ‘ making up ’ has been rejected, — if the ‘ four gold-pieces ’ were treated as 
the modification of all the oblations, the repetition (of the term ' chaivari") 
in the following text would be meaningless — ‘ Chatvdri chatvdri kfmaldnya- 
vadyati samrddhyai \ Under our view on the other hand, the repetition 
would appertain to the other — i.e. the second — offering •'material. — It might 
be argued that — ‘ Under our view also the repetition would appertain to 
the 8vlstakrt-oRevmg\ — But that cannot be; the reference to the Svistakrt 
would he most unreasonable. It is the principal offering that is connected 
through the Context with the Assertion in question; — and in the ease 
in question, the Context is not that of the Smstahrt ; it comes in only by virtue 
of the General Law.-*— Thus under your view, the repetition would be 
meaningless : hence the acts of ‘ Rubbing ’ and ‘ Pouring out ’ must be done.’’ 

SUTRA (12). 

\Siddhdntin\s Final Answer to the Purvapaksa '] — Ix beality, thebe 

SHOULD BE HG PEBEOBMAHCE (OF THE SAID ACTS); BECAUSE 
THE NEED DUE TO CONTACT HAS CEASED ; HENCE THE 
MENTION OF ' MAKING UP ’ IS FULLY JUSTIFIED . 

Bhdsya, 

There should be no performance of the ads of ‘ rubbing ’ and ‘ pouring h ^ 
— “ Why ? ” — As a matter of fact, the 8ruk is smoothened wdth the rubbing 
of Clarified Butter wath the view that the small particles of the Cake may 
not stick to it ; similarly the " pouring * of Clarified Butter over the 8ruk 
is to make sure that ail that is contained in it, and nob sticking to it, may 
fall in the Fire. — In the case of the gold-piece however, as it is distinct by 
itself, there is no possibility of its sticking to the 8ruk,-~A:>Y reason of which 
possibility the lubricating of the gold would be done by means of the acts- 
of ‘ rubbing ’ and '' pouring — Thus, the original need having ceased in 
connection with the gold-pieces, it is only right that the acts of ‘ rubbing ^ 
and ‘ pouring’ should be excluded. — In this way the mention of the ‘making 
up ’ also, — ^in the text ‘ Chatvdri hrmaldnyavadyati chaturavaUasyd.ptyai ’ — 
becomes justified. 






Adhikakana (3) : There should be ‘ Eating ’ in the case of 

‘ Oolden Pieces 
SUTRA (13). 

[POEVAPAK.SA]— •' Inasmuch as ‘ Eatinus ’ aee meant eoe satisfac- 
tion, THEKE SHOULD BE NO EATING.” 

Bhdsya, 

Here also the subject-matter for consideration is the ‘ Charu ’ in the 
shape of ‘ a hundred gold-pieces h 

At the Archetype, there are eatings (of the remnants of offerings) at 
the time of (1) ^ ldd\ (2) " Pmshitra% ^ Chakirdhdkara7ia\ and (4) 
^ Sha7hyuv(lha\ 

In regard to these ' eatings ’ there arises the question — Should these 
" eatings ’ be done in cases where the ' Charu ’ offered is in the shape of gold- 
pieces ? Or not ? 

The Pfirvapakm is that - -'‘It should not be done; at the Ai’chetype it 
is done for the purpose of bringing satisfaction and thereby imparting 
strength ; in the case of gold, it brings no satisfaction by being eaten 
hence there should be no mtlngP 

StJTRA (14). 

[SiddhIista] — In beality, thebe shoued be ‘ Eating ’ ; because we 

BIND THE MENTION OF ' NIEBhInA ’ (‘ BBINKING OFF’). 

BJidsya. 

In reality, there must be ‘ eating ’ of the gold ; because we find the 
following text speaking of a particular form of eating it — ‘ They eat it by 
drinking off, they eat it by sucking’ ; the text could lay down these special 
methods of eating only if the eating were already known as to be done ; 
otherwise it %vou]d have to be taken as laying down the special method of 
eating as also il\e' eating itself ; and in that case there would be syntactical 
split. — Hence we conclude that the eating comes in in the case of gold- 
pieces by virtue of the General -Law itself. 

StJTRA (15). 

[Ohgeciiony-'' The assertion shoulb be taken as that of the Eating 

OF THE ClaRIFIEB BuTTBR ; AS THIS BOES NOT FORM BART 

OF THE Archetype.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ It is not right that the mgs come in by virtue of the General Law ; 
as a matter of fact, they become excluded on the ground of there being 
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no need for them. — It has been argued that there is an injunetion of speciai 
methods of eating ; — but from that injunction itself, it is clear tliat the 
sentence t They eat it by they eat it by suckhuf^ enjoiiivS tlie 

eating of the Clarified Butter the terms ‘ drinking off’ and ‘sucking’ 
are only references to what happens when the Butter is being eaten ; so that 
there' is, no' syntactical split.” \ 

SUTRA (16). 

In reality, the assertion must be taken as relating 
TO THE Gold; like its offering because the Clarified 
Butter is a subordinate factor. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the assertion relates to the Gold, not to the Clarified Butter. — 
“ Wh\' ? All that is found in the text is ‘ hhaksayanti ’ (‘ they eat — 
and nothing is said as to whether they eat this or that. Consequently the 
term (‘ they eat’) must be related to that which has been spoken of in the 
Context ; and what has been spoken of is the Gold, not the Clarified Butter. 
— “ How so ? ”■ — In the text, " Frdjdpatyam charum nirvapet ghrte shata- 
krsnalain^ , the ^ Gharu'" in the shape of ‘ a hundred gold pleee^s ’ has been 
mentioned for the purpose of being connected with some act, — and tlie 
Clarified Butter has been mentioned only as a quaHfication of that ‘ Charu \ 
and not by itself ; hence what is connected with the other words of the 
sentence is the ‘ Charu \ not the Clarified Butter. Just as, when it is .said 
‘ The stick is there on the heap of bricks^ strike with it it is understood 
that the is to be done with the st iek, not with the br ick ■‘heap , — in 

the same manner, in the case in question, what is connected with the mention 
of ‘ eating ’ is the Charu, not the Clarified Butter. From ail this it follows 
that there should be eating of the Charu, just like its being offered ; i.e, just 
as, though the gold-pieces are not filt for being eaten, yet they ecYe offered, 
so though not fit to be eaten, they may be eaten also. 


Abhikarana (4): In connection with the ^ Charii^ in the 
shape of Gold-pieces^ the sentence ' Ekadha charati ' 
means that it should he offered collectively. 

SUTRA (17). 

When it is said that ‘ the peesentatiok is to be done once it 

IS THE SIMULTANEODSNESS OE THE ' BrAHMAN’S SHARES ’ THAT IS 
MEANT ; AS THEY HAVE BEEN PRESENTED AT THE 

Archetype. 

BMsya, 

In connection with the same (‘ Eating of gold-pieces ’), we read ’He 
presents it to the Brahman Priest once 

In regard to this there arises the cjuestion- — Is it slmuUaneousneas\ 
or only a single presentation, that is meant here (by the term ' once % 
‘ elcadM ') 1 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ It may mean either sinuiUaneous- 
ness or a single presentation ; there is no restriction.—Why ? — Because the 
word 'Ekadha" (‘once’) signifies In one way mid to make a single pre 
sentation is always one way of doing it, and to present simultaneously also 
is another way. For instance, if a man brings in the cows at one time only, 
he is said to have brought tliem ‘ Ekadha ’ {‘ once ’) ; similarly if he brings 
a nnmber of them together, simultaneously, then also he is said to have 
brought them 'Ekadha", ‘once’. — Hence in making the presentation, one 
may either make a single presentation, or all the four presentations simul- 
taneously.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The sentence 
‘ Ekadha brahrnane pralm^af i " is imderstood to mean that the presentations 
are done simultaneously ; so that the presentation is done of the ‘‘ Brahman’s 
share ’ as also of the share of the non-Brahman. — Under the otlier view 
(if a single presentation is made) it is Just possible that the presentation of 
.some one ‘ sliai’e of the Braliman ’ may not be presented at all ; and to 
that extent the injunction of the archety23al procedm-e would be transgi'essed. 
—All these shares are such as have been presented at the Archetype, and 
it is as thus presented that they are brought into the Ectyj^e by the General 
Law ; and under the circumstances, the term ‘ Ekadha " (‘ once ’) can denote 
only slmuUaneousness, — “ But in connection with the gold-pieces, the Eating 
is one that is done in accordance with a distinct injunction, and it is 
not the same as that which is done at the ArchetyjDe ; so that the 
archetypal eatings cannot find a place at the Ectyj^e in question.”' — ■ 
Answer — They may not come in as serving the purpose of embellishing 
the man, but they can certainly come in as embellishing the substance. — 
If they come in by virtue of the General Law, why then should they be 
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laid down by a distinct text ? ” — Tbey are bo laid dow^n foi* the purpose of 
laying down the method of the Eating.— "“ The method is already known U> 
be either drinking off or sucking^ according to circumstances, and it being 
so Imown, the sentence can be only a re/efe?ice to it."’ — The answer to this 
is that it does not come in in a definite way ; and it is for the purpose of 
restricting the method that Eating has been enjoined separately. 



Adhikarajja (5) : In connection with the ‘ Oold-piece- 
Cham ’ all the eating-shares should he presented to 
the Brahman-priest. 

\ StJTRA (18). 

[PObvapak^a]— “ The ‘ all ’ shoxjld be dbtbemesed by 

THEIB BIGHTS.” 

Bhasya. 

The .same " gold-pieee-OAarM ’ eoiitiniies to be the subject-matter of 
discussion. 

Iti connection with the said Charu, we read — ‘ Presents ali to the 
Brahman -priest [At the Archetype each of the four Priests, Brahinan 
and the rest, has Ids share kept in four pans, each pan being presented to 
him at the appointed time,-— the first at the time of the ‘ /^-offering’, the 
second at the time of the PrdsMtray the third at the time of the Chaturdhd- 
karmuu and the fourth at the time of the 

In regard to tha said text, there arises the question—- Does it mean 
that a.il the shares of Brahman himself are to be presented to him ? Or that 
the shares of the other priests are taken away from them [so that all the 
siiares of all the priests are to be presented to Brahman] ? 

Question—*^ Under what circumstances would it mean the presentation 
of the Brahman’s own shares only ? And under what conditions would 
the siiares of other priests be taken away from them ? 

Answer — If the text means that the ‘ all ’ is predicated in reference to 
the present ation to -or that the " presmtation ^ is predicated 

in reference?, to ' Brahman’s all then there would be presentation of the 
Bmiimaii’s own shares alone ; — while, if in reference to the ‘all’, the 
presentation to Braliman ’ is predicated, — or in reference to the ‘ pre- 
sentation’, “ail to Brahman Vis predicated, — then the shares of the other 
priests are to be taken away from them. 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa is as follows : — ‘‘ The ‘ all ’ 
sliould be taken as pertaining to the shares of Brahman liimself. — Why ? — 
Because the ' presentation to Brahman ’ is already imown as to be done, 
and hence it cannot be taken as predicated (or enjoined); it is only the 
* presentation of all (his shares) ’that is not already known as to be done; 
hence there can be predication (or injunetion) of that alone, — Or, ail the 
shares of Brahman being already there, the presentation of some is known 
as to be done, while that of others is not so known ; and it is the presentation 
of these latter that is enjoined in the text. The text therefore should be 
taken as speaking of only those shares of Brahman to which he is entitled.” 
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SUTRA (19). 

[SIDDHIota] — In BE AlilTY,.' , THEBE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION OF ' (OTHBK)'^ 
MEN ; BECAUSE THEY; ABE NOT SPOKEN OF. 

Bhmya. 

The term \ vd ’ (‘ reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above.*-— There should be exclusion of the other priests (from having any 

share).' 

(a) If the sentence were construed as ‘ Yat brahnidne pariharati tat 
sarvam^ [‘ What one presents to the Brahman is alZ’], then the whok^ 
injunction would be meaningless. — (5) If the construction were — ‘ Yat 
brahfnatie tat sarvam pariharati ’ [‘ What is for Brahman, that all one 
presents ’], as it is not stated what is for Brahman, ‘ for Brahman ’ ’would be 
no qualification at all.'— (c) If the construction be — ’’ Yat brahmane sarvam tat 
pariharati'^ [‘ Wliat is for Brahman, all that he presents*], then also that 
thing would not be mentioned ’which is for Brahman.^ — (d) No such assertion 
is possible as ^'Yat sarvam tat [‘ What is all, that one presents’], 

because all is all, — so that further qualification would be needed.^ — Thus the 
only construction possible is ‘ Sarvam braMnane pariharati ’ [‘ Presents all 
to the Brahman’], — whereby the connection of the Ohara with the Brahnmn- 
priest is laid down ; and there is nothing that remains meaningless or useless. 
Hence it follows that the shares of the other priests are taken away 
from them (and presented to Brahman). 



Adhikabana (6) : The portions of the substance are to he 
eaten hy the Brahman at their respective times. 

SUTRA (20). 

Feom the exclusiok of the otheb men ‘ it follows that each 
Eatino is to be done at its own time. 

Bhasya. 

Ill regard to the same subject as before, there arises the question — It 
being understood that the other persons are to be excluded, are all the 
portions to be eaten at one and the same time ? — Or is each portion to be 
eaten at its own time ? 

The Purmpakm view is that — “ The presentation of the portions is 
done for the piupose of eating, and hence when something has been pre- 
sented for eating, it should be eaten immediately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :~~~From the exclusion 
of the other men, it follows that each Eating is to he done at its own time ; — the 
words of the sentence having served its purpose by having excluded tlie 
other men, it does not set aside the idea that the portions are to be eaten 
a t their own time ; hence they should be eaten at their own appointed time. 


Abhikabana (7) : In the ^ Brahynan^s share ’ the operations 
of ' ChaturdhdkaraTm ’ and the rest are not to 
he performed, 

StJTRA (21). 

As IT IS FOB A SINGLE PUBPOSE, THEBE SHOHLB BE NO 
ALLOCATION OF SHABES. 

Bhd§ya. 

In regard to the same matter, we consider the following point : — In 
connection with the Archetype, we find the following allocation of shares 
laid down — ‘ This for the Brahman,— this for the Hotr, — this for the 
Adi^wr 2 /w,~-~-this for the Agnld'" the question arises — Should this allocation 
be done in connection with the case in question (of the gold^piece-Charu ) — 
or not ? ' " 

There may be people who may entertain the notion that~'‘ by virtue 
of the indication of the General Law, the allocation should be done ” ; — 
it is in answer to these that we have the present Sutra. At the Archetype, 
it is necessary to connect the ‘Eating* with several priests, — and as this is 
not possible without the allocation of shares, this allocation is done at it ; — - 
in the case in question however, it is laid .down that ‘ ail is to be presented 
to the Brahman \ — i.e. the whole of the Gharu is to be given to a single 
individiiai ; so that there is no need for any allocation of shares ; if it were 
done, it could serve no useful purpose at the sacrifice ; it would be done 
only for a transcendental purpose. From all this it follows that there is to 
be no allocation of shares in connection with the gold-piece~Gharu\ 



Adhik ARANA (8) : At the Jyotisfoma, the gift to the Priests 
is for the purpose of securing their services. 

SUTRA (22). 

[P^rvapaksa] — ''The giet to the Priests should be regarded as 

AN ACT OE MERE DhARMA, BECAUSE OE THE EORCE OF THE 
ROOT ' to GIVE 

BMsya. 

There is the Jyotistorrui laid down in the text- — ‘Desiring Heaven, 
one should perforin the Jyotisfoma ; — in connection with that 

there is the following declaration—* Cow, horse, mule, asses, goats, sheep, 
Vnhi-eom, barley-corn, sesamum, Masa, and Twelve -Hundred, —these 
constitute the Sacrificial Fee’; — and again — ‘One gives the Sacrificial Fee 
to the priests 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this giving only an act 
of Dharma (fulfilment of duty) ? Or is it (‘wages’) meant to secure the 
services of the priests ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as fdllows : — '' The gift to the Priests should he 
regarded as an act of mere Dharma ; it is an act which has been mentioned 
in the Veda as to he done ; from the words of the text quoted we learn that 
the act of giving should be done ; as for the necessity of securing the services 
of the priests, that is indicated only by Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Vedie Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. Among 
ordinary people also, the act of giving is understood as serving a trans- 
cendental purpose ; and the securing of services and such other results come 
in by the force of the circumstances. 

[The reading everywhere is *nanamanadV i the sense is as translated ; which 
requires the reading ‘ ’.] 

Then again, in some cases we find that the Sacrificial Fee laid down 
is not in keeping with the duties performed ; e.g, at the Traidhdtavi. it is 
a thousand, and at the Etapeya, a Soma-cup [wiiich shows that tlie fee 
is not meant to be for services rendered]. — Further, it is a ease of ‘ puindiase ’ 
(or hiring of services) where there is bargaining as to liigh or low prices 
payable, and what is to be given is not something fixed (as we find in the 
case of the Sacrificial Fees ).^From this it follows that the gift in question 
is only an act of Dharma. — Further, this gift is made according to strict rules 
and with Mantras; and this could be explicable only if it were for a purely 
transcendental purpose. — ^In some cases we read— * Stick, shoes, and dry 
hide, — these constitute the Sacrificial Fee’ and wiiat priest is there who 
would give his services for a stick ?— From all this it follows tluit the gift 
is only an act of Dhar?7ia.^^ 
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ADHYAYA X, PADA 11, ABHIKARANA (8). 

SUTRA (23), 

[Siddhanta] — It should be beoabdeb as sebvihg the purpose of 
‘ HIEING ’ (the services), BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF 
DUTIES, — AS AMONG ORDINARY PEOPLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The gift must be regarded as serving the purpose of hiring the services of 
the men. — “ Why ? ” — 'Because of the mention of duties ; that is, the gift is 
spoken of as to be given to persons who have performed certain duties — 
‘ Gives the Sacrificial Fee the Priests ’ (i.e. to those who have performed 
the priestly functions) ; — and when this perceptible purpose (the secnring 
of services) is found to be served, it cannot be right to assume a transcen- 
dental result. — Even the transcendental result that would follow from the 
restriction (of the gift to certain things) would do so only tinough the said 
perceptible purpose,— the sense being — ‘ When the Priests have their services 
secured by means of this particular gift of a particular character, they bring 
prosperity (to the performer) — “How so ?” — When the giving is enjoined, 
it is enjoined as subservient to the securing of services, and not as the principal 
factor; — and the idea expressed by the sentence should be accepted; — 
otherwise the presence of the term ^ rtvighhyah^ (‘to the priests’) would 
have no sens© (it would be superfluous). — ^If the idea expressed by the 
sentence were not accepted, then the direct assertion of the Veda would be 
set aside. — As for the argument that ‘the Sacrificial Fee is not always in 
keeping with the duties performed”, — ^this could not justify the rejection 
of the visible purpose served by the gift ; — and it has been already explained 
that the transcendental result that follows from the restriction (of the nature 
of the Fee) does so only through that visible purpose. As for the stich, 
it is regarded as a gift, on the strength of the direct assertion of the Veda ; 
and some sort of service -securing is done by that simple gift also. Among 
ordinary people when something is given to the wood-carrier and other 
labourers,^ — that also serves the purpose of securing their services, — even 
though it may not be stated in so many words that it is a case of ‘hiring’ 
(of services), — ^From all this it follows that the Sacrificial Fee is given for 
the purpose of securing the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (24). 

Also because of the use of the term ‘ Equipped with the 
Sacrificial Fee 

BMsya. 

The use of the term ‘ Daksindyuhta ’ (‘ Equipped with the Sacrificial 
Fee ’ ) — in the text ‘ Dahsindyuhtd vahanti rtvijah % — indicates that the gift 
is for the purpose of hiring their services* 
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shababa-bhIsya : 

SUTRA (25). 

They would hot ageee to sebve except theoxjgh ‘ hieing as 

THE ACT IS EOE THE PUBPOSES OF ANOTHEE PEESON. 

BMsya. 

For the following reason also the gift should be regarded as being 
for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ the services.— •“ For what reason ? ” — Except 
through ‘ Hiring no one would engage in working for another person. — 
“But there are other means of making a man to work, — such means, for 
instance, as conciliatory overtures and the like.”— We do not say that there 
are no other means; what ^e mean is that ‘Hiring’ is what is directly 
laid down. — -Hence the priests are to be ‘ hired ’ by the means laid down, — 
not by any other means. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because of the use of the teem ' paeixeIta’ (hiked). 

BMsya. 

There is the mention of the word ‘ hired which also indicates the 
same conclusion; it is found in the following text — ' DiJcsitamadlksitd 
dahsindparikrUd rtmjo ydjayanti ^ [‘ The uninitiated priests, hired through the 
sacrificial fee, perform the sacrifice for the initiated sacrificer ’].- — ^For this 
reason also, the gift should be regarded as serving the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ 
(services). 

SUTRA (27). 

Also because the teem ‘bhbti’ (‘wages’) is applied to 
WHAT IS obtained BY BEGGING. 

BMsya. 

The term ' Sanivanya^ is to be explained as ■^'.sanivam prdptmn\ that 
is, obtained by begging; — it is to this that the term ^bhrti' (‘wages’) has 
been applied in the following passage — ‘ Yajno vai devatdndni 7ia sama- 
bhavat, tarn bhrtyd saniabhdvayan, yat bhrtim vanute ygjhasya. hhrtyai. dva- 
dashardtrirdiksito bhrtim vanvita ’ No sacrifice was possible for the deities, 
—they made it possible by means of wages ; when one begs for wages, it 
is for the fulfilment of the sacrifice ; the initiated sacrificer should beg for the 
wages for twelve nights Herewe find that the term ‘ hhrii ' has been 
applied to what has been obtained by begging for the purpose of securing 
the services of the Priests, and for the purpose of obtaining the other 
accessories of the sacrifice ; and ‘ wages ’ are that which is given to workers 
for securing their services. — ^For this reason also the gift to the Priests is 
to be taken as being for the hiring of their services. 
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ABHYAYA X, PIbA IT, ABHIKABANA (8). ^ 

StJTEA (28). 

Also because they abe bescbibed as similab to the 

‘ WOOB-CUTTEB 

Bhdsya, 

There is a description of the Priests as resembling the wood-cntter in 
the following text — ‘ Just as the wood>carrier who cuts wood, on being hired 
for wood-cutting, takes up that work, so also the Priests of this sacrifice ’ ; 
this text says that the Priests are like the wood-carrier cutting wood ; and 
this clearly indicates that the gift is meant for the hiring of services. 



Adhikarana (9) : At the Jyotistoma^ the ' Eating ’ is an 

act of Disposal. 

SUTRA (29). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA]— The VEaTINOS of ReMITANTS ' ALSO ABE LIKE 

THAT.” 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyoti stoma and at the jDars/ia-P^mamasa, there are 0/ 

Remnants ^ — ^to which people are entitled by their having done the ‘ Vmat- 
hdra^ or the ‘ Homa ’ or the ‘ Juice-extraction — and which are done at 
the time of the ' Idd \ the ^Prdsliitra\ the ’ and the 

' Shamyuvdka\ 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Are these ‘ Eatings ’ for 
the purpose of hiring the services of the men — or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — ''The Eatings of Remnants also should 
he treated like that ; i.e. like the giving of the Sacrificial Fee, As Eating brings 
satisfaction and tlirough satisfaction the men become agreeable to serve 
hence the Eatings of Remnants should be regarded as serving the purpose of 
hiring the services of men.” 

StJTRA (30). 

[SiddhInta] — Ik fact, it shouli) be begaebed as ak Embellishment 

OF THE STJBSTAKCE ; AS IT IS SEBSERVIEKT TO THE BTJBBOSE 
OF SOMETHING ELSE. 

BJidsya, 

The term ' vdP (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

As a matter of fact, the Eating is not for the purpose of hiring the 
services, it is for the purpose of the embellishment of the sufostance, — • 
“ Why ? ” — Because the coming in of a substance is useful only when it 
serves a useful purpose at the saerifiee ; so that when the Eating serves tlie 
purpose of embellishing the substance, that also serves a useful ]:)urpose.— 
Then again, there are several such statements as— He slices oft’ a piece 
from the right-hand portion and from the middle portion wliieh speak of 
parts of the substance; these must refer to the Remnants of the substance 
used; and they cannot be taken as laying down the bringing in of a fresh 
substance. Hence what is laid down is the Eating of the snhsta^ur-, and not 
that the substance is to be brought in for the purpose of Eating ; as rlie Eating 
is to be of that which has been used at the sacrifice concerned. — From all 
this it follows that the Eating serves the purpose of embellishing the substance. 
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StJTRA {31}. 

Also because ix rec4abd to the Remxaxt they are equal. 

Bhdsya. 

Further, that substance of which there is the Remnant is one that has 
been dedicated to a deity and as such ctonot be used by the sacrihcer 
liimself ; hence the Priests cannot make use of it, nor the sacrificer ; because 
in this matter there is equality between the sacrificer and the Priests. If the 
sacrificer were to hire the services of the Priests with the Remnant, he would 
be making the Remnant his own, and in that case its dedication to the deity 
would be nullified.— From tiiis also it follows that the Bating is not for the 
purpose of the hhing of services. 

SUTRA (32). 

Also because it is eounb to be done by the Sacrieiceb also ; the 

OTHERS ALSO BEINC SIMILAR TO THE SaCRIEICER, IT SHOULD BE 
THE SAME IN REGARD TO THEM ALSO. 

Bhdsya, 

It is found that Eating is done by the Sacrificer as declared in the 
sentence — ‘ The Priests with the Sacrificer as the fifth, on being invited, eat 
the Cake ’ ; — certainly there can be no ‘ hiring of services ’ of the Sacrificer 
himself ; — and as the others (the Priests) also are in the same position as the 
Sacrificer, it should he the same in regard to them,—i.e. in their case also there 
can be no ‘ hiring of services ’. — Such being the case, there can be no such 
idea as that ‘ the priests, with the Sacrificer as the fifth, have their services 
hired by the Eating of the Cake ’. — What is the similarity (between the 
Sacrificer and the Priests) ? ” — The presence of the Accusative ending (in 
the sentence * Yajammiapahchamdhparihrlyantd^ ), — Prom this also it follows 
that the Bating is not meant for the ‘ hiring of services 

StJTRA (33). 

So ALSO IS THERE A TEXT INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya, 

It is only under the above view that the following statement can be 
explained — ‘ At the Ktmdapdyindrnayana they eat the Soma in cups without 
handles ’ ; the special qualification ‘ without handles ’ would have some 
sense only if the Eating were already there.— Sinoilarly we find Bating done 
at Sattras ; and this would not be explicable if it were meant for the hiring 
of services. — ^For this reason also the cannot be regarded as being 

meant for the hiring of services. 



Adhikaeana (10): At the ‘ Sattra', there is to he no 
appointment ’ of the Priests. 

SUTRA (34). 

The ' APPOINTMENT ’ OP THE PRIESTS IS EOR THE PURPOSE OF SEOXJRINO 

THEIR SERVICES ; HENCE IT SHOULD NOT BE DONE AT THE 

SaTTRA; as IT IS their own business. 

BJimya. 

There are Sattras, in the shape of Dvadashdha and the rest, laid down 
in such texts as — ‘ Desiring prosperity, they should have recourse to the 
Dvadashdha \ — The Archetype of these is the JyoUstoma, at wdiich there is 
an ‘appointment’ of the Priests, laid down in such texts as — ^ Agnirme 
hold, etc.’ 

In regard to the Sattras, there arises the question— Should this ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ be done at the Sattras — or not ? 

In this connection, what we have to consider is — -Is the ‘ appointment ’ 
done at the Archetype a mere act oi Dharma t Or is it meant to serve 
the purpose of hiring the services of the Priests ?— -If it is only an act of 
Dharma, then it should be done at the Archetype as also at the Sattras, 
On the other hand, if it is meant for the purpose of securing the services of 
men, then it should not be done at the Sattras. 

The Purvapahsa view is that — “ inasmuch as it is done with Mantras 
and in accordance with definite rules, it must be an act of Dharma ; and 
hence it must be done at the Sattras 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the 
Sattras, there should be no ‘ appointment ’ of the Priests, — i.e. it should not 
be done.- — The performance of the Sattra is the Priests’ business, and 
certainly no one ‘appoints’ himself. At the Archetype {Jyoti stoma) the 
‘ appointment ’ is found to serve the visible purpose of securing the services 
of the Priests, and hence there can be no Justification for the assuming of 
an invisible (transcendental) purpose.— Hence we conclude that there shouid. 
be no ‘ appointment ’ at the Sattras. 



Adhikaeai^a (11): At the 'Sattra ', there is to be no 
'' hiring/ of the Priests. 

SUTEA (35). 

The ‘ Hibikg ’ also [is not to be done], because the work is eob 

THBIE. OWN SAKE. 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Archetype, the ‘ Hiring of Bervices^ 

has been laid down in the text — ‘ Gow, horse, muje .... constitute the 
Saci'ificial Fee ’ ; the giving of this Sacrificial Fee is indicated by the General 
La^ as to be done at the Sattra also (this being an Ectype of the Jyotistoma). 
The question is— Should this be done at the Sattra or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ In obedience to the General Law, it should 
be done ; also because we find that the giving of the cow’^ and some other things 
enumerated above as ‘ Sacrificial Fee [ has been forbidden in connection with the 
Sattra in the text — ‘ At this sacrifice, the cow is not given ; nor clothes, nor 
gold ’ [which implies that the other things are to be given] ; and this is 
explicable only on the basis of the view that there is to be ‘ hiring 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddJidnta : — The ^hiring'* 
also is. not to be donef because the work is for their own sake ; i.e, the 
‘ hiring ’ should not be done. It has been explained above that no 
‘appointment’ is to be done at Sattras; this same conclusion is applied 
to the case of ‘ hiring ’ by the particle ‘ cha ’ in the Sutra ‘ parikrayashcha ’ , 
the meaning being that the hiring also should not be done ; — ^why ? — ^because 
the work is for their own and>certainly no one ‘ hires’ himself. 

SUTRA (36). 

[Ohfectiofii\—' Btro? there is redhibition, — like that of an act.’" 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that “ the Prohibition (of certain articles) 
can be explained only on the basis of the view that some Sacrificial Fee is 
to be given — ^This has to be refuted (which, as suggested by some, is 
done in the following /S'w^ra). — 

SUTRA (37), 

The said prohibition could be explained as pertaining to the 

GIFT THAT IS MADE TO THE ' PrASARPAKAS ’ ; AS THAT IS AN 
ACT OF MERE DhARMA, 

Bhdsya, 

The meaning is that the said prohibition is explicable.- — “ As of what ? ” 
— As of the gift made to the Prasarpakas ; as that is an act of mere Dharma, 
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SHABAEA-BHASYA : ■, 

and as the giving of that gift would be indicated by the General Law as 
to be done at the Sattras, it is only right that it has been prohibited ; hence 
the prohibition is quite justified. 

SUTRA (38). 

Not so ; because the teem ■ Saceieicial Fee ’ has been used ; hence 

THE PEOHIBITION IN QUESTION SHOULB BE EEGAEBED MEEELY 
AS THE STATEMENT OF A FACT. 

BMsya. 

In fact, the prohibition does not apply to the gift that is made to the 
PrasarpaJcas , — ^Why ? — Because the term ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ has been used ; we 
find the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’ dahsind'') in the following text — "’Adah- 
sindni sattrdnydyuh, nahyatra gaurdlyate, na vdso na hiranyam'^ [‘They say 
that the Sattras are without Sacrificial Fee, as no cow is given at them, 
nor clothes nor gold’]; — and the term ‘Sacrificial Fee’ is always used in 
the case of a gift made for the purpose of ‘ hiiing ’ ; as we have the following 
text bearing upon it — * Cow, horse, etc. etc. . . . these constitute the Sacrificial 
Fee ’ ; so that the Sacrificial Fee is what is given to the Priests, not to the 
Prasarpakas ; hence the denial contained in the sentence is of what is given 
to the Priests, not of what is given to the Prasarpakas, — From all this it 
follows that the denial or prohibition in question is only the statement of a 
settled fact — that there is no Sacrificial Fee at Sattras, 


ADHiKARAisrA (12) : The ^ Udavasdnlya Sacrifice ’ not form^ 
ing part of the SattrUy the Fee given at the former 
is to be taken as meant for ^ hiring \ 

SUTRA (39). 

[Pi&bvapaksa]^ — ‘‘The ‘ UbavasInIya ’ shoxilh take in the details 

OF THE ‘SaTTBA’, BBCAHSE IT IS PABT OF IT; AND HENCE 
THE ‘ GIVING ’ AT IT SHOULD BE BEGABDED AS A MBBE 
ACT OF DhABMA.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Udavasdnlya sacTi^ce laid down in the text — " Satrdd 
tidavasdya prsthashamanlyena jyoti^tomena sahasradaksinena yajeran ’ [Where 
the performanee of a sacrifice is laid down as coming after the Sattra ; and 
that sacrifice is called the ‘ Udavasdnlya^\ 

In regard to this sacrifice, there arises the question — ^Is the giving 
of the Sacrificial Fee at this sacrifice a mere act of Dha^^ma ? Or does it 
serve the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ (the priests) ? — ^And in this connection there 
is the further question — Is the Udavasdnlya a part of the Sattra — or not ?• 
— If it is a part of the Sattra, then the giving of the Fee must be an act 
of mere Bharma ; while, if it is not part of the Sattra, then, it serves the pur- 
pose of ‘hiring 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows: — “The Udava- 
sdnlya in a part of the Sattra.— !ELow ? — Because it is laid down in the context 
of the Sattra: It is asserted in the text that ‘it is to be performed afte7* 
eompletimj the Sattra ’ ; and as the context is of the Sattra, it follows that it 
is to be performed as qualifying the Satt7*a i which means that the 
Udavasctmya is enjoined as part of the Sattra ; — and as the Sattra is per- 
formed for the purpose of a definite result, it cannot be taken as performed 
for the purpose of accomplishing the Udavasdnlya ;—nox is it necessary that 
the Udavasdmya should be performed immediately after the completion of 
the Sattra % as such an idea could be got at only by means of indirect indica- 
tion. — In case the is not taken as part of the Sattra, it will be 

necessary to assume a distinct result as following from it. — From all this it 
follows that — (a) because it follows immediately after the Sattra, and (6) 
because of the Syntactical Connection of the sentence, the Udavasdmya 
must be regarded as part of the Sattra; the sense of the sentence being 
— ‘ One should not rest content with having performed the Sattra as enjoined, 
— merely by that one should not think that he has done all that he had to 
do, — there is ;s'et a part of the SaMra which should be performed, and this 
part is the Udavasdmya ^ ; — ^it is just a-s we find in the case of the sentence — 
' Agnim chitvd sautrdmanyd yajUa^ established the Fire, 

one should perform the Sautrdmum sacrifice ’], — or in the sentence ‘ Vdja~ 
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shIbaba-bhasya : 

myena istvd brhaspatisavena i/aieia ’ [‘ After having performed the Vdjapeya 
sacrifice, one should perform the Brhaspatisava sacrifice’]. — From all tins 
we conclude that the Udavasdmya is part of the /^a^im.—Thus, inasmuch 
as the Sattra along with all its subsidiary parts is performed by men on 
their own behalf, the giving of the Sacrificial Fee at that sacrifice can be only 
an act of Dharma ; and the Udavasdmya takes in all the details of the 
Sattra:' 

SUTRA (40). ■ 

[Siddhanta] — It is hot so ; begaxjse it has not that fob its Abche- 

TYPE ; AND ALSO BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ tu ’ rejects the above view’. . 

It is not true that the giving of the Fee in this case is a mere act of 
Dharraa ; as a matter of fact, it is for the purpose of ‘ hiring — “ Why ? ” 
— Because the Udavasdmya is not a part of the Sattra, as it has been enjoined 
as distinct ; the ease of this sacrifice is not similar to that of the Brhaspatisava 
or the Sautrdmanl; in the case of both these latter, it is declared that ‘ one 
should not rest content with having performed the mentioned details, as there 
is this yet to be done ’ [and then the Brhaspatisava and the Sautrdmam are laid 
down]. In the case in question however, what is said is that ‘ after having 
given up the Sattra, one should perform the Udavasdmya', — the phrase 
‘ Sattrdt udavasdya ' being equivalent to ‘ Sattrdt utthdya ‘ having risen 
from the Sattra ' ; — ^in this case what is expressed by the affix ‘ Mvd ’ (in 
‘ Udavasdya ’ ) is totally different ; the meaning is ‘ having accomplished 
what has been laid down one should not abandon it ’ ; the wmrd ‘ Udavasdya \ 
derived from the root ‘ syati ' with the prefixes ‘ ut ' and ‘ ava \ means 
'prahdya ' ; — thus here the affix ‘ ktvd' denotes abandoning, wMle in the case 
of the Brhaspatisava and the Sautranmnl, it signifies immediate sequence.— 
From all this we conclude that, because it has been enjoined as distinct, 
therefore the Udavasdniya is not a part of the Sattra, nor is the Sattra its 
Archetype; — and hence in the casein question, the giving of the Fee must 
be regarded as being done for the purpose of ‘ hiring 


Adhikabana ( 13 ) : The ^ Udavasdmya ’ should he per- 
formed by each one of the Priests. 

StiTRA (41). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA] — '' They should be bbreobmed collectively, as 

SUCH IS THE DECLARATION AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

‘ DviyajRa 
BMsya, 

Til© subject-matter is the same as before, — the text- — \8attrdt udava- 
sCiya prsphashamumyenajyoUstomena sahasradakslnena yajeran — In connec- 
tion with this we have seen that the PrstliashaTnamya (Udavasdmya) is not a 
part of the Sattra , — The question that arises now is- — Is this sacrifice to be 
performed by the priests collectively ? Or by each one of them, severally ? 

The Furvapaksa view is as follows It should be performed collectively 
by all. — Why ? — Because the plurality enjoined (by means of the term 
* yajeran ’) is something to be adopted in connection with the sacrifice ; — 
if then it were done by anyone of them, then the performance would not be 
accompanied, by that plurality; — -as in the case of the "'Dviyapm^ (sacrifice 
by two persons) : In the text — 'Mena rajapurohitau sdyujyakdmau 
yajeydtdni^ [‘Desirous of absorption, the Bang and the Minister should 
perform this sacrifice ’], — the King and the Minister have been mentioned 
as characterising the sacrifice, and the word ‘ yajeydtdm ’ signifies the 
sacrifice as something to be accomplished ; and the same word also signifies 
that there are two performers [and there is a single performance] ; — similarly 
in the case in question we have the words ^ prsthashanianiyena yajeran \ 
— From all this it follows that the Prspmshamanly a (Udavasdmya) should be 
performed by all, collectively.” 


This AdMkarana is left here unfinished ; wve shall explain the Butra 
now which embodies an intermediate topic. \The thread of AdMkarana (13) 
is taken up under Su, 43, which propounds the Siddhdnta in answer to the 
Purvapak^a set forth in Su. 41.] 


Adhikarana (14) : At the ^ Udavasdnlya ’ the Priests are 
to he other than those engaged in the ‘ Sattra \ 

SUTRA (42). 

At that saceificb, they should appoint other priests. 

Bhdsya, 

111 connection with the same text that has been dealt with under the 
preceding Sutra, there arises the question — At the sacrifice in question are 
the same persons that are engaged in the Sattra to be the priests ? Or 
should others be appointed ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Those same should be 
employed ;“—ivhy ? — because the expression ‘ Udavasdya yajeran^ shows that 
the persons performing the Udavasdnlya sacrifice are the same that have 
given up the Sattra i so that, even though the employment of other 
priests is indicated by the General Law, yet that indication is set aside by 
the Direct Assertion and the same persons are to be employed ; just as, in 
the case of the itself, though the General Law indicates that it is to 

be performed by only one sacrificer^ yet on the strength of Direct ^Assertion, 
it is performed by several (seventeen) sacrificers 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At that 
sacrifice they should appoint other priests ; it is not true that the performers 
of the Pr§thashamanlya (Udavasdnlya) are enjoined to be the same as those 
of the Sattra ; it has been already explained that these performers have not 
been enjoined as something to be actually adopted ; and what has not been 
enjoined cannot form part of the sacrifice ; and any defect in what is not a part 
of the sacrifice does not vitiate the sacrifice itself ; — -the General Law indicates 
the employment of other persons as priests.^ — Further, in so far as the result 
of the action accrues to the doer, the doers must be the same, — this is clearly 
indicated by the particular (Atmanepada) Conjugational ending; but tlie 
result of a sacrifice never accrues to the doers, in the shape of the Priests ; 
hence so far as the priestly functions are concerned, the doers camiot be tiie 
same ; — at the main sacrifice (of the Sattra) w© do recognise them to be the 
doers, and they may be so recognised at the Udavasdnlya also ; yet for the 
priestly functions, other persons should be appointed. 


[The thread of Adhikarana (13) is now resumed, and the following Sutra- 
sets iovth the Siddhdnta oi th&t Adhiharanal} 
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ABHYAYA X, PABA II, ABHIXARAHA (14). 

SUTRA (43). 

[SiddhIxta — in answer to Purvapaksa set forth in Su. 41] — In fact, it 

SHOULB BE PEBEORMEB BY EACH ONE. OF THEM SEVERALLY, 

AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN IT ; SPECIALLY AS 
THERE IS ONLY ONE PERFORMER AT THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya, 

This is the answer to the Purvapaksa which (under Su. 41) was left 
unanswered. 

The term ‘ tu ’ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the Purvapaksa view- 

As a matter of fact, the men are not to perform the Udavasdniya 
collectively, — they should perform it severally, one by one.— “ Why ? ” — 
Because there is no incongruity in it; the mention of ‘ giving up ’ (of the- 
Sattra) is meant to indicate the viz. ‘ those persons who give up the 

Saftm ’ it is possible for only one man (from among the seventeen per. 
formers of the Sattra) to ‘give up the Sattra^ ; and what the injunction 
means is that the particular sacridce (Udavasdniya) is to be performed by 
those persons who have the said character of having ‘ given up the Sattra ’ ; 
— ^there is nothing to prohibit the performance of it by one man — hence it 
follows that the men may perform the sacrifice one by one. — “But the 
performance has been declared as to be done by several persons ; so thal 
it cannot be done by the men singly.’’— That does not affect our position ; 
there is nothing to prevent the performance of it by the men singly ; — whence 
we eonciude that on the strength of the General Law, the Udavasdniya 
should be performed by the men severally/one by one. 

Says the Opponent — “ When the performance is spoken of as to be 
done by several persons, it cannot be done by the men singly ”, 

Even so the position remains unaffected. Because plurality is not 
what is enjoined here ; the fact of the matter is that what is laid down is 
that ‘ those who give up the Sattra should perform the Udavasdniya \ — 
and as there are several performers of the Sattra^ it is this plurality that is 
only referred to in the text in question ; — ^but each one of them singly also 
is ‘ a person who has given up the Sattra ’ ; so that these would perform the 
Udavasdniya sacrifice also singly ; — ^Just as in regard to their * giving up 
of the Sattra ’ the plural number refers to the persons not collectively (but 
severally), so in regard to the performance of the Udavasdniya also, it would 
refer to them not collectively (but severally). 

Says the Opponent — “The plural number (in "yajeran") cannot be 
a mere reference, because the plurality in question has not been enjoined 
elsewhere ; the plurality has not been already enjoined anywhere in regard 
to the sacrifice (Udavasdniya), — on the basis whereof it could be taken as 
merely referred to in the text in question. — ^It may be said that it has Just 
been explained that the sacrifice has been laid down for those who have 
(j'nmi up the Sattra, and these are many [so that the reference could be to this 
fact]. — But that plurality is in regard to the giving up (of the Sattra), not 
in regard to the sacrifice (Udavasdniya)- — ^It might be argued that, by the 
force of the sentence, it would pertain to the sacrifice alsp. — That however 
19 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 

is not possible; it is oialy when a complete wor^ requires another word, 
that we have a sentence the case in question howwer, the sacrifice 

became connected with plurality long beforehand, and at that time the 
persons who give ‘up the SaUra have not been mentioned at all; and yet 
even at that time the Plural Number is used ; hence being connected with 
the Plmal Number, it requires the connection of ‘ the persons giving up the 
Sattra ’ who have been mentioned by another word ; — ^from this it follow^s 
that the performance should be connected with plurality, — ^just as in the 
case of the Dviyajha and the Sattra,'^ 

Our answer to this is as follows — 'It is not so ; in a case wdiere there 
is the slightest ground for a sentence to be taken as a mere reference, — it 
is open to doubt as to whether it is a reference or an injunction ; and though 
in other cases, where there is something new asserted, it may be more 
reasonable to take it as an injunction than a reference, — yet, in the case 
in question, it camiot but be a mere reference to Plurality ; so that there is 
no connection established between the sacrifice and several persons, — and 
the purpose served is only a visible one ; on the other hand, under the other 
view, if Plurality be connected with the sacrifice, it would be necessary to 
assume a transcendental purpose. From all tliis it follows that it should 
be taken as a mere reference. 

Says the Opponent— “ The same, then, may be the case with, the Dviyajha 
and the Sattra (which also would not be performed by several persons).'’ 

Answer — There is a difference between the injunction " Udavasaya 
yajeran ’ (which lays down the Udavasdmya) on the one hand, and the 
injunctions ‘ Rdjapurohitau yajeydtdm ’ (laying down the Dviyajha) and 
^ Pddhikdmdh sattramdslran ’ (laying down the Sattra). Where there is a 
word with the participial ending ' Ktvd\ it is understood that there are two 
acts (one after the other ),^ — and where the fact of their being several per- 
formers is learnt from direct assertion itself, in such a case, the second 
sentence speaking of the act is taken as enjoining only that much which is 
denoted hy the verbal root (i.e. the factor of the sacrifice only), — and all 
the rest — the actual performance, the performers and their number — is only 
referred to as aheady Imown from other sources; the only thing enjoined 
being what is denoted by the verbal root (i.e. the act itself). In the ease 
of the Dviyajha or of Sattras, all the factors — what is denoted by the verbal 
root, the performance, the performers and then number— are enjoined, not 
being already known from other sources. — The term ‘ rdjapurohitau ’ (in 
the sentence ‘ rdjapurohitau yajeydtdm ’) cannot signify the performance^ 
or the character of being the performer, or the number of I'jerformers. 
Similarly in the injunction of the Sattra, the term ^ rddhikdmdh ^ cannot 
signify any of these tilings. It is for tliis reason that in all such cases the 
number is taken to be predicated as sometMng to lie emphasised and 
secured; consequently in the ease of the Dviyajha and other sucli sacrifices^ 
the mention of the number is hot taken to be mere reference, and hence in 
this case the act has to be done by a number of persons ; —it cannot be 
so in the ease in question ; hence we conclude that the Prsthashanmnlya 
(Udavasdmya) should be performed by the pemom .mverally. 


ADHiKABAisrA (15) ; At the ‘ Kdmesti ’ the Sacrificial Fee 
serves a transcendental purpose, — not that of securing 
the services of the Priests. 

SUTRA (44). 

[PuRYAPAKSA] — “ So ALSO AT THE ‘ KlMSSfl ’ ; AS THE TERM ‘ GIYIHCI ’ 

IS THERE.” 

Bhdsya. 

At tlie SdTasmta-Sattra, there is the Kdrmsti, laid down in the text--- 
* PIdksam prasravanmn prdpya agnaye kdmdya astdhapdlam puroddsham 
nirvapati — tasymn ashvdm purimncha dhenuhe datva prati yammidm ava- 
hliHlmmabhyavayanti ’ [where the giving of two milch cows is laid down.]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is this gift for the purpose 
of "Hiring’ ? Or is it an act of mere Dharma ? In connection with the 
Prsthashmnanlya ( Udavasdnlya) it has been explained that, inasmuch as 
it is not a part of the Sattra, the gift should be taken as serving the purpose 
of ‘ Hiring ’ ; and we are now going to consider the same question in connection 
with the Kdmesti which is really part of the Sattra* 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “ Just as at the 
PrstJmsTmmamya {Udavasdnlya) 9 the giving is for ‘ Hiring so it should be 
in the case in question also, — This is what is signified by the use of the 
particle ‘ cAa — ‘Why’? — As the term giving'' is there; i.e. the term 
‘ giving ’ is found in the text— ‘ Dhenuhe datva ’ ; and the term ‘ giving ’ 
(\ddmi^) is always understood to be meant for ‘ Hiring ’, when it refers to 
workers. — ^Then again, the sacrifice in question is not a SaUra ; it is 
only a subsidiary of the Sattra ; what the Context indicates is that the SaUra 
is performed by the Master himself,— not so its subsidiaries ; these latter 
being performed by the Priests who come into them by virtue of the General 
Law, and it is then alon^ that it is complete and helps the Sattra concerned ; 
while if not performed by other priests, it would remain defective to that 
extent and hence not help the. Sattra,- — ^From all this it follows that in this 
case, the is for ‘ hiring ^ 

SUTRA (45). 

[Sibdhanta] — In fact, it shoixlb be begabdbd as a mere statement, 

BECAUSE IT IS A ‘ SaTTRA 
Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ {‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

In this case the giving is not for ‘ hiring ’ ; it is a mere act of Dharma, 
— “Why?” — Because it is a Sattra; and it has been proved that at the 
Sattra, there is no securing of services* 
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Says the Opponent — “ But the Kdmesti iB not a Sattm ; it is a subsidiary 
of the SaUra, as we have already explained above.” 

Answer — It is not a Sattra^ it is a subsidiary of the Battra^ and as such it 
falls in the niidst of the Sattra ; — and the Sattra along with its subsidiaries 
has got to be performed by the sacrificers themselves (without the aid of 
hired priests) ; — so that when this self -performance is carried into practice, 
the performers of the Isti become known ;— and in this case there is no 
^need for the 'securing of services’ ; so that the giving that is laid down 
can only be regarded as an act of Dharma. 



Abhikae-ana (16) : The gift made at the ‘ Darsha-Purna- 
mdsa ’ to the ‘ Enemy ’ is meant to serve a 
transcendental purpose. 

SUTRA (46). 

THE CASE OF THE ' ENEMY INASMUCH AS THEKB IS NO INJUNCTION, 
THE TERM ‘ SaCRIEICIAL FeE ’ BECOMES EXCLUDED. 

Bhdsya, 

111 connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read — ' Yadi patnlh 
mmydjayan kajmlmmhhijuhuydt vaishvdnaram dvadashakapdlam nirvapU, 
tasyaikcihdyano gmirdahsind^ tarn sa dvesydya dadyat ’ [‘ While preparing the 
wives, if one happens to throw into the fire the Pans, he should offer the 
cake baked on twelve pms to Vmshvmiara ; the sacrificial fee for this is an 
one-year-old calf; tMs he should give to his enemy 

In regard to this, thei'e arises the question — Is this giving of the one-year- 
old calf for the purpose of ‘ hiring ’ ? Or is it a mere act of Dharma ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that-— “ inasmuch as the text contains the 
term ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ the giving must be taken to be for ‘hiring’; as a 
gift is called ‘Sacrificial Fee’ only when it is made for the purpose of 
securing the services of the man.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — 171 the case of the 
emniys the gwing must be an act of mere Dharma, — this is what is indicated 
by the term ‘ Oha ’ in the Sutra.- — ‘‘ Why so ? ” — Because there is no 
injunction, — of an inimical Priest ; as a matter of fact, one’s enemy can 
never be his Priest, — ^since it has been declared that ‘the Priest and the 
Teacher should not be transgressed against’. In a case where there is no 
need for a hired performer, what will the mere use of the term ‘ Sacrificial 
Fee ’ do ?— Further, if the gift in question were treated as meant for ‘ hiring 
then this would mean the exclusion of the legitimate ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ ; 
under the General Law, the Sacrificial Fee payable at the Rite in question is 
the ‘ Anvdhdrya ’ (Cooked Rice),* — and this w^ould become excluded, and 
this would mean an infringement of the General Law. — ^From all this it 
follows that the giving of the one-year-old calf is a mere act of Dharma 
and that it should be given to a person who is not acting as a Priest. 



Adhikaeana ( 17 ) : The ' Bone-Sacrifice ’ has living 
persons for its performers. 

SUTRA (47). 

The ' Bone-Sacrifice ’ must be taken as to be performed by others, 

AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THIS, WHILE THERE IS INCON- 
GRUITY IN THE Bones (being regarded as the 
performers). 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following declaration— ‘ Yadi sandlhsitdndm pramlyeta 
tayn dagdhvd hrmdjlne astJilnyupanahya yo^sya nMisthah tarn tasya sthdne 
dlksayitvd tena saha yajeran^ tatah samvatsare astklni ydjayh'an ’ If after 
initiation one happens to die, they should cremate him and having tied up 
his bones in a black antelope-skin, they should initiate the jDerson who happens 
to be his nearest relative and perform the sacrifice with him ; at the end 
of the year, they should make the Bones sacrifice'^']. 

In regard to this sacrifice at the end of the year, there arises the question 
— Is this to be performed by the living persons ? Or by the Bones ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ The sacrifice is 
to be performed by the Bones, on account of co-ordination. — ‘What co- 
ordination ? ’ — The co-ordination consisting in the fact that the Bones are 
the object of the verb ‘ make to sacrifice ’. — ^It might be objected that Bones 
are inanimate things and hence they cannot themselves perform any acts, 
— how then could they be the performers of any act ? — The answer to this 
is that what the word expresses is the fact of the Bones being made to do 
the act, and those that make them do it are other than the Bones ; those 
others will make the Bones do the act.— The Opponent may argue a,s follows : 
— ‘ Unless one does an act, one is not spoken of as made to do it ; — one is 
said to make another do an act only when the other does the act; — and 
the Bones can never perform the act in its entirety — Tlie answer to this 
is as follows: — On the strength of the Direct Injunction the Bones v'oiiid 
be made to perforyyi as much of the sacrificer’s functions as they can perform, — 
they would perform for instance such functions as the measuring of the 
Udumbara Post [the Post has to be as tall as the * Sacrifieer and it will 
be possible to make it as tall as the Bone}, the Slmkrdnvdramhhana and tlie 
like. — Says the Opponent — ‘ The most important act the\' cannot do ; nor 
can they perform all the subsidiary acts ; and there are many acts that 
have got to be done hy the Sacrifieer h — On the strength of the injunction 
what would be done is that the Priests would receive what belonged to the 
dead man, and having thus become ‘liired’ tlirough that as the "Saerlfieial 
Fee, they vrould do the offering of the sacrifice ; and this offering ^vouId be 
in strict accordance with the injimction,— Stiys the Opponent — ‘ Under this 
explanation, the persons who officiate at the sacrifice,— and not the Bones — 
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adhyIya X, pIda ir, adhikabana (17). 

become the sacrificers\ — The answer to that is that in reality, it is 
the actual sacri fleers that become the performers in this case ; because one 
who does do an act is not spoken of making to do; the sacrifice being 
performed by the Bones, it m the fact of the Priests being the persons who 
wMke them do it which is referred in the text as something already known. 
Just as, when it is said ‘ Grdmakdnian ydjayU ’ [‘ One should make the man 
desiring a village to perform a sacrifice’], the injunction meant is that 
‘ desiring a village one should^ perfor7n a sacrifice ’ ; and the caxisal factor 
(denoted by the causal affix in ‘ ydfayet ’ ) is a mere reference to what is 
already knowm. This is what is clearly indicated by the text — ^ Stotre 
asfM humbhamMpadodhdti ’ [‘ The hymn having been recited, the Bone sets 
up the jar ’] ; where the Bone is found spoken of as the actual performer,— 
From all tliis it follows that the sacrifice in question is performed by the 
Bones, not by the living persons.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Biddhdnta ; — The Bone- 
sac7'iflce 7nust he taken as to he performed by others, — ^i.e. by the living persons ; 
because there would be no incongruity in those latter being regarded as 
ofiering the sacrifice ; while it would be incongruous to refer to the Bones as 
offering the sacrifice. The a^ct oi offering is really done in the mind, and 
the Bones have no mind. — It has been asserted that— “ the priests receiving 
what belonged to the dead man, as the Sacrificial Fee, would become hired 
and then make the offering, and this offering would be in strict accordance 
with the injunction ’’.—But it is not so ; — when the injimction is in the form 
^ Yajeta^ (‘One should offer sacrifice’), the denotation of the root ‘to 
sacrifice ’ does not become altered in view of certain persons being miable to 
ofer the sacrifice, — simply on the strength of a certain assertion.— What 
the word ‘ Yajeta^ means is ‘ Ydgam should perform sacrifice’ ; 

and the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ cannot have any other meaning. Further, 
merely on the strength of an assertion, it cannot be said that ‘ what is 
received by the Priests is the wealth of the dead man ’ ; nor is the wealth 
(Fee) given by the Bones; and in the absence of gimng, there can be no 
hiring. In the case of an injunctive word, it cannot be right to take it in an 
indirect (figurative) sense ; in fact, it is only when a certain idea has been got 
at tlirough other means of knowledge, that it is comiected with a figurative 
expression ; for instance, when it is said ‘ the ox should be sacrificed what is 
sacrificed is the animal belonging to the genus ‘ox’, and not the plough- 
man ; but when it is said ‘ this plough-man is an ox the term ‘ ox % in its 
application to the ploughman, is taken in its figurative sense (of foolish) • 
— Hence when the sacrifice is enjoined, the root ‘ to sacrifice ’ cannot have 
any other meaning (than Then again, there is no wealth that 

belongs to the Bones, on receiving which the Priests would regard them- 
selves as hired by that skeleton. — ^Thus it follows that the Bones camiot 
in any way be the performers of a sacrifice • and hence the ‘ co-ordination ’ 
(urged by the Purvapaksln) cannot be regarded as really meant to be expressed 
by the words of the text. 

Says the Opponent — “ Under the circumstances, as the sentence 
expresses an incompatible idea, it must be regarded as meaningless 
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Not so, we reply. Whea a definite meaning is expressed, the sentence 
cannot be meaningless ; in fact, from the sentence consisting of the words 
‘ Samvatsare ydjayet ’ [‘ At the end»of the year, one should make to sacrifice ’], 
a certain sense is obtained, and that much alone is what is meant to be 
asserted here; and it is not meant to be asserted that ^ the bones should 
be made to' sacrifice’. 

“ Is then the term ‘ asthmi ’ a wrong reading ? ” 

We do not say that it is a wrong reading ; that alone cannot be regarded 
as the right reading which serves the ptirpos© of enjoining things and which 
expresses its own direct meaning only ; even such words become connected 
with a sentence as are mere re/erencea and express the sense by indirect 
(figurative) indication; and a word of this latter kind is not regarded as 
a wrong reading. Now while it is true that the word ("bones’), 

if taken as injunctive, or as expressing its direct meaning, cannot be con- 
strued with the sentence, it can be construed when taken either as a 
reference, or in an indirect (figurative) sense. — ^For these reasons the 
expression ^Samvatsare ydjayet’ should be taken as pertaining to those 
living persons wfiio are connected with the performance; the term ' asthi' 
{' bone ’) would indicate these persons indirectly (figuratively) — in the 
sense of ‘ persons ivith bones ’ so that the meaning of the sentence would 
be ‘ should make persons with bones to sacrifice “ Who are these persons 
with bones ? ” — Those who had started to perform the sacrifice along wdth 
the dead man ; — it being quite reasonable for the man to whom the bones 
belonged to be indirectly indicated by the term ‘ bones ’. — From all this 
we conclude that the sacrifice is to be performed by living persons. 

SUTRA (48). 

Its use would be only so far as it is actually laid down. 



It has been argued that the text " Stotre asthi kumbhamu2Kida(Ihdti ’ 
indicates certain functions of the sacrificer as to be performed by the Bones, 
— But the fimction sjDoken of here is not the Sacrificer’s ; because the Bones 
never perform a sacrifice, — as has been already explained. Hence on the 
strength of the sentence quoted all that can be admitted is that the function 
spoken of is similar to that of the sacrificer ; only so far can be admitted 
as is actually asserted ; it cannot indicate all the functions of the sacrificer. 

From all tins it follows that the sacrifice in question is to be perform;- d 
the living persons. 


ADHiKAKAisrA (18) « At the ' Bone-sacrifice \ the ‘ Japa^ 
and such other details are not to he performed. 

— (A Hypothetical Discussion.) 

SUTRA (49). 

If, OliT THE BASIS OF THE TeXT, IT BE TAKEN FOB aBANTEH (THAT THE 

Sacrifice is to be performed by Bones), (a) the ' Japa ’ 

AND THE ‘ EmBELEISHMENTS ’ BECOME EXCLUDED Z— (5) 

AS ALSO THE ISTI, BECAUSE THIS IS FOR THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

We proceed to consider the ' Japa ’ (Repeating of ■Mantras), the 
^ embellislnnents ’ and the Ispi; the first half of the Sutra deals with the Japa 
and the ‘embellishments’, and the remaining part, with the Isti, — ‘Japa^ 
stands for those Mantra -recitations in regard to which there are such 
injunctions as ' Japati'* (‘ recites embellishments ’ stands for those 
acts that have been enjoined in such sentences as ‘ he shaves his head and 
beard \ 

(A) The question that arises is — Should this " Japa ^ and the 
‘embellishments’ be performed in the ease of the Rones (performing the 
Sacrifice) ? 

Question — “But it has been settled that the Sacrifice is performed by 
the living persons, not by the Bones ”. [How then can there arise any 
s\ich question ?] ” 

Answer — ^This is a hypothetical discussion ; we take it for granted (for 
the sake of argument) that the Sacrifice may be performed by the Bones and 
then proceed to consider the said question. In this manner, the pm^pose of 
the preceding Adhikarana also becomes considered. — ^If the sacrifice were 
performed by the Bones, are the ‘ Japa’ and the ‘ ernbellisliments ’ ‘to be 
performed— or not ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa is thsA — “ aceordanee with the 
2 :>nncipjle laid down under 1C, 1. A, that— inasYrhuch as the procedure has been 
transferred to the other context, all the details should he performed, — the ‘ Japa ’ 
and the ‘ embellisliments ’ must be performed 

In answer to this, we have the following Slddhdnta — -If, on the strength 
of the text quoted, the sacrifice were to be performed by the Bones, then, in that 
case, the "Japa" and the ‘embellishments’ would become excluded, as 
the need for them will have ceased. As a matter of fact, the Bones cannot 
do the Japa, nor can there be any shaving of their ‘ head and beard’ ; and 
what is impossible to be done cannot be brought in by the General Law. 

The latter half of the Sutra, as also the Ispi, because this is for 

that. — The question to be considered is— should, in this case, the Dlhmnlyd 
Isti be performed, or not? — The Furmpaksa is that, “in accordance with 


1714 


shababa-bhIsya::;,' 

the General Law, it must be performed ’’.-—In answer to this, we have the 
following Siddhdnta — Along with the the Japa and ihB embellishments 
should be onutted, — i.e. the also should be excluded.— “ Why ? ” — 
Because it is for the sake of that, i.e. the is to be performed in view of 
the fact that the sacrificer is going to take the Initiation the ‘ Initiation ’ 
consists in the keeping of certain vows these vows are mental operations ; 
— ^the Bones however have no mind [Hence they can have no mental opera- 
tions]. — That the Isti in question is for the sake of the Initiation to be 
taken by the sacrificer is clear from the assertion in the text laying down 
the Isti — ‘ When going to he initiated, one should offer a cake baked upon 
eleven pans to Agni-Visnu\—Vrom. all this it follows that the Isti also 
becomes excluded. 


Adhikabana (19) : At the ^Bone-sacrifice^ the ' 7neasnring 
of the Vdmnhara Post ’ and the Touching of the 
Shtikra^ should he done — (HTpotlietical 
Discussion). 

SUTRA (oO). 

What is subseevient to the purboses of the Sagbieice shoxjlu 

BE DONE, BECAUSE IT IS A SUBOBDIKATE FACTOR. 

BMsya. 

\Tlie Hypothetiml Inquiry continuesi — 

In connection with the same ' Bone-sacrifiee ’ the following question 
is going to be considered — At the Archetypal sacrifice " the Udumbara Post 
is as tall as the sacrificer ’ and ‘ the sacrificer touches the Shukra-vessel ^ — 
at the Bone-sacrifice [assiuning that it is performed by the Bones] should 
such acts as these be performed— -or not ? 

The Furvapah§a view is that — “ the Bones being inanimate things^ 
they cannot, by themselves, do any act at all, and hence in the ‘ measuring 
of the Post ’ and ' the touching of the Shukra ' they cannot be the per- 
formers,^^ ■, ■ 

In answer to this, we have the following — Siddhdnta — What is sub- 
servient to the purposes of the sacrifice should he done, because it is a sub- 
ord/mate factor ;--ehCts like those in question, which subserve the purposes of 
the sacrifice, should be done ; because in this case the ‘ Sacrificer ’ is a 
subordinate factor ; what is needed at the vsaerifice is (a) the Udiunbara- 
Post measured to be as tall as the sacrificer, and (b) the Shukra that has 
been touched by the Sacrificer and (a) the measuring can be don© with 
the inanimate bones also, (6) so also can the touching of the Shukra, Hence 
it follows that acts like these should be done. 


Adhikarana (20): At the ^ Bone-sacrifice \ 'Prospective 
acts" shall not 66 (Hypothetical Discussion). 

SUTRA (51). 

The ' PKOSPECTIVE acts ’ aee not to be pebformed ; because thebe 
CAN BE NO KNOWLEDOE OF THE DESIRE (FOR RESULTS), JUST 
AS THERE IS NO KNOWLEDaE |OF THE DESIRE OF OTHER 
PERFORMERS ALSO UNTIL THEY ARE MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the JyotLftoma sacrifice,— in connection with which, we read — 
‘ If one desire that the Rain-god shonld rain, he should measure out the 
assembly-room {Sadas) on a low level etc., etc. 

The question that arises is— At the Bone-sacrifice,— which has the 
Jyotistoma for its Archet5q)e, and which therefore takes in the details of the 
latter, according to the General Law — should, or should not, such ‘prospec- 
tive acts’ (acts performed with a definite result in view), be performed ? 

The PuTvapaksa view is as follows — “ In accoi'dance with the General 
Law, it should be done. — Objection— " Put the Bones cannot desire anything, 
while all such acts are j)erformed by reason of the saerificer entertaining the 
•desire for definite results — Answer — -In such cases, it is not necessary that the 
Sacri fleer should have the desire for the results ; the meaning of the text is— 
‘ If the assembly-room is measured out at a low level, there is rain ’ ; so that 
whenever rain is needed (by anyone) the Assembly Room should be measured 
•out at a low level, and the much-needed rain wfill follow.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — ‘Prospective* 
acts like those in question shall not be performed.— “ Why ? ” — What is 
meant is that ‘ if the sacrifleer desires rain, rain comes if the Assembly Room 
is measured out at a low level ’ ; on account of the Atmanepada ending 
(in "kdmuyeta') the implication is that the main act along with all its 
subsidiary details is conducive to bringing rewards to the Sacrifleer ; and it 
cannot bring it to others desiring it. — ^In the case in question, it cannot be 
known that the Sacrifleer (who has been assumed to be the Skeleton) desires 
the rain as his reward ; even in the case of living sacrificers, when, the 
desire is there, it is not known imtil he mentions it, — ^what to say of the 
Bones (which are inanimate) ? And when the desire itself is absent in them, 
the acts prompted by that desire cannot be performed. 


Abhikabana (21) : At the ‘ Bone-sacrifice \ there shall he 
no ‘ invoking of blessings ’ along with the ‘ Suhtavdka ’ 

— (Hypothetical Discussion). 

StJTRA (52). 

The invoking also of desired blessings as contained in the 

' SuKTAVIkA ’ SHALL NOT BE DONE ; BECAUSE OF 
ABSENCE. ■ 

Bhdsia. 

In connection with the ‘ Bone-saerifiee ’ there are certain acts performed,, 
like the Prctyanlya, which liave the Darslia-Purnamdsa for their Archetype, 
and which come into the Bone-sacrifico by the General Law. At these acts, 
the reciting of the Suktavdhd also comes in by virtue of the General Law ; 
this Suhtavdka contains the following words — ‘ Ay am yajayndna dyurdshaste^- 
sitprajdstvamdshdste, vishvam pHyamdahdste^ yadanevia liavisd dshdste tada- 
shydt tad dadhyat tadasmai devdrdsattdm ’ [ ‘ Tliis sacrifieer desires longevity, 
he desires excellent progeny, etc., etc.’]. 

The question that arises is — Should, or should not, this ‘ invoking 
of blessings ’ be done at the ‘ Bone -sacrifice ’ ? 

The most reasonable answer that presents itself is as follows : — ^The- 
blessings that are invoked in course of the Suhtavdka should not be invoked. 

“ ? ” — Because of absence^ — of the desiring person ; the Bones do not 

desii'e anything, as has been already pointed out ; hence the invokings 
should not be done. 

Instead of reading ^ Suktdvake\ the Suti'a has read ^ Suktavdkavat\ 

— “Why do you explain it like that ?” — The answer is that the invoking # 

of the blessings is that which finds place in the Suhtavdka ; hence the affix 
‘ vati ’ is taken as signifying this ‘ finding place ’ ; — that such interpretation 
is permissible has been shown under Su. 10. 5. 88 below ; hence it means 
no attack on the Sutra, 

StJTEA (53). 

[Purvapaksin's objection ] — “ The invokings should be done ; because. 

THE STATEMENT IS BURELY DECLAMATORY.'' 

Bhdsya, 

“It is not as you say — that in the case of the Bones (performing the 
sacrifice) the invoking of the blessings should not be done; as a matter of 
fact, the invokings shovM be done, because the statement is purely declamatory ; 
that is, the invoking of the blessings must be done ; — ^why ? — because the 
statement is purely declamatory ; the whole of the passage — ‘ He desires 
longevity, etc. ’ is purely declamatory ; there are no injunctions here, they 



1718 


SHABABA-BHlSYA : ■ 

are only declamations ; and because they are declamations, the fact of 
their coining in at the performance is indicated by the General Law. Hence 
if this invoking is done, the General Law becomes obeyed. Hence we 
conclude that the invoking of the blessings should be done.’’ 

.SUTRA (54). 

[Answer] — Not so ; becausb they siokify besihe ; and there is 
NO SUCH desire (IN THE BONES) AS THEBE IS IN OTHERS. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not as you say — that ‘ the invoking of blessings should be done 
“ Why ? ” — Because they signify desire ; i.e. the invocations in question speak 
of desire; — the words "the sacrificer desires longevity, etc., etc.’ — are used 
only when the desire has actually appealed ; in the case in question however, 
there is no such sacrificer as would entertain the desire for the blessings 
spoken of ; — the Bones are inanimate things ; and Bones can have no desire ; 
this is what is meant by the phrase ^ there is no such desire \ — i.e. there is no 
such desire in the Bones, — as there is in others ; i.e. in living persons, these 
desires do appear; never in the Bones. Hence we conclude that in the 
case of the Bones (being the' sacrifieers), there should be no invoking of the 
blessings. 

“ But we have said that these assertions are declamatory.” 

The answer to that is that they are not declamatory, these are injunc- 
tive ; hence the objection urged becomes refuted; so that what you have 
said— that for the Bones, the invoking of the blessings should be done, — 
is not right ; as a matter of fact, it should not be done ; this is what is meant 
by the Sutra — Not so, because they signify desire and there is no such desire 
in the Bones as there is in others. 


ADHiKAKAiNA (22) : At the ' Bone-sacrifice \ there should he 
710 perforTuance of the ‘ Hotr-Kdmas ’ {acts con- 
tingent upon the Hotfs desire ) — 
(Hypothetical Discussion). 

SUTRA (55). 

[PtrEVAPAK!3A] THE ‘ HoTB-KIMA ’ ACTS SHOULD BE DONE.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ' Bvadashaha ' and other Sattras form the subject-matter of this 
Adhiharana ; in reference to these, we read — ' Tatah sa'mvatsare asfhmi 
ydjayet ’ [‘ Then at the end of the year, one should make the Bones perform 
the sacrifice ’ ] ;■ — xmder the General Law, Initiation and other rites also 
beconae admissible at these and further, at the Archetype, there 

are certain ‘ Hof/rhdma ^ acts^ ImA down in the text — ‘ Yam kmnayeta apaslm- 
9ndn sydditi pardchlm tasyeddmupahvayM, apaahumdneva hh avail ; yam kdma- 
yeta pramdyukah sydditi tasyochchaistard/n% vasat kurydt, etc., etc. [Where 
certain acts are laid down as to be done by the Hotr-priest, in the event of 
his desiring certain results to befall the Sacrificer, hence these acts are 
called ' HotV’ Kama 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Should these Hofr-Kdma 
acts be done or not in the ease of Bones (performing the sacrifice) ? 

Objection — ‘' It has been settled that the sacrifice can be performed 
only by the living persons (Vide above Su. 47 et. seq.) 

Answer— We start this enquiry on the assumption (taking it for granted) 
that the saci'ifice may be performed by the Bones. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa starts wnth the Sutra — “ The Hotr- 
Kama acts should he done — in the case of the Bones. — ^Why ? — Because the 
General Law makes them admissible ; hence their performance woxxld mean 
obedience to the Gireneral Law ; hence conclxxde that the Hotr-Kdma acts 

should be done.” 

StJTEA (56). 

Not so ; because they involve the iNvoKmc of blessings upon him. 

BhdsyaJ 

This is not right; you have said that the Hotr-Kd'tna acts shoxild 
be done ; as a matter of fact, they should be done. — ^Why ? — Because 
they involve the invoking of blessings upon Mm, — ^i.e. it is an invocation of 
blessings upon the sacrificer; bb it has been declared that — ‘Whatever 
blessings the Priests invoke at a sacrifice, they ail pertain to the sacrificer 
w’hich shows that the blessings in question also should pertain to the 
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Sacrifieer, In tlie case in question however, there is no ‘sacrificer’; the 
Bones (that are supposed to be the performers of the sacrifice) are inanimate 
tilings ; and hence the Bones have not the capacity to desire anything ; — 
it lias been established under Su. 6. 1. 5 that a person to be entitled to 
perform an act should be desirous of something and should be capable of 
performing that act. — From all these we conclude that in the ease of the 
Bone-sacrifiee the " Hotr-Kayna '' acts should no^ be performed. 

All the hypothetical discussions {Adhikaranas 18-22) have been finished. 
Their purpose need not be explained. All that is necessary to do is to 
reiterate that the acts in question should not be pei'formed y as it involves the 
invoicing of blessings 2 cpon the sacrifi.cer. 


Adhikarana ( 23 ): The ' Sarvasvdra Sacrifice' should he 
completed, even after the death of the sacrificer. 

StJTEA (57). 

[PObvapaksa] — ''Whek the Sacbificer has- died, the ' SabvastIra 

SHOULD HOT BE COMPLETED ; AS EVERY ACT IS BELATED TO A 
LIVIHC PEBSOH.” 

Ehdsya, 

There is tiie Sarmsvam sacrifice, known as the ‘ ShumthManm Agmstoma \ 
laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring one’s own death, one should perforin 
tills sacrifice, if he wishes that he should reach the Heavenly Region, without 
any disease’. [At the ‘ Third Extraction’ of this sacrifice, the sacrificer 
throws himself into the Fire after having requested the priests to complete 
the performance of the sacrifice]. 

In regard to tills, there arises the question— “ When the Sacrificer has 
died, should the performance be left oS at that point ? Or should it be 
carried on to its completion ? 

The PuTvapahsa view is as follows “ At the Sarvasvdra, after the 
sacrificer has died, the performance should be left off at that point, because 
the act is related to a living person ; i.e. an act can be performed only by a 
living person, not by a dead one ; and this implies that when one performs 
the Sarvasvdra, one should perform it only to the point of the sacrificer’ s 
death ”, 

SUTRA (58). 

Ih REALITY, THEBE MUST BE [COMPLETIOH] ; BECAUSE BOTH HAVE 
BEEH DIRECTLY EKJOIHED. 

Bhdsya, 

There 7nust he — its completion,— both have been directly 
enjoined — the Sacrifice as well as its completion, — in the following text — 
‘ Desiring death, one should perform this sacrifice ’ ; where the verb clearly 
means that ‘ having begun the performance of the Sacrifice, one should 
complete it ’ ; hence the completion also is denoted by the verb itself. Then 
again, there is the text — ^ Arbhave prastuyamdne audumbarlm parito ’ 
dashena vdsasd parivestya brdhmunMi^ parisamMpayata me yajhamiti sampre- 
sydgnim vishati^ [‘When the has begim, the Sacrificer, having 

covered the Udumbara post with a borderless piece of cloth, says — 0 B*nh- 
nwmas, please complete this Sacrifice for me,- — and enters the Fire’]. — ^If 
this were meant to be a mere verbal direction (not meant to be acted upon), 
then it would have to be taken as serving only a transcendental purpose; 
hence on the basis of the indications of tMs Direction, it must be taken 

. 20 
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as actually enjoining the completion of the Sacrifice; — ^,just as, in the case 
of the text — ‘ If they take away Smmu, one should say — Bun away and 
seek for it \ 

It has been argued that it is the living, not the dead, man that can 
be the performer of a Sacrifice ’’.—This does not affect the case in question : 
It is the living man that says ‘ Please complete what has been begun’ ; 
so that what is done (in obedience to this direction) is really done by a 
living man. 

Says the Opponent — “ At the time that the man addressed this direction, 
the completion was not done at the time that the completing is done, 
the man is not alive ; — who then would be tlie performer ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows— This is similar to that case where you, 
without any uncertainty, regard the performer to be a living man ; when 
a man directs some one else to complete a piece of work and is alive at the 
time of completion, — the fact of his being so alive is immaterial so far as 
his being the performer is concerned,— he being regarded as the performer 
by virtue of the direction given by him ; and so far as the giving of this 
previous direction is concerned, it is equally present in both cases, — that of 
the man alive at the time of completion as also the man that is not so alive. 
So that the man who has died after giving the direction is as much the 
performer as one who is alive at the time of completion. — It might be 
argued that — “Inasmuch as the living man is present at the time of the 
completion, it is possible for him to be regarded as the performer [not so 
the man who has died]”. — This also is equally applicable to both cases: 
in the case of the living man also it is the Personality , not the Body, that is 
the performer ; and the Personality is present also when the body has fallen 
olf; so that the same Personality is the performer at the completion. — It 
might be urged that — “after the death of the Sacrificer, as it would not 
be possible for the Sacrificed s functions to be performed, the rest of the 
procedure cannot be carried out ; and hence the General Law cannot indicate 
the admission of that part of the procedure ”. — That is not so ; the General 
Law would certainly bring in all the rest of the details save those related 
directly to the Sacrificer; hence the argument does not affect the case at 
all. — Or, we may rely upon the direct assertion in the text itself — ' O 
Bralimanas, please complete this sacrifice of mine ’ ; [wliich clearly indicates 
that the sacrifice has to be completed,'] and on the strength of this, tlie 
details relating to the Sacrificer also may be performed. 


Abhikakana (24) : After the Sacrificer \s death the ^ Touching 
of the Shukra ’ and such other acts as are capable of 
being done by him shall he done. 

SUTRA (59). 

On his death, the pekformance shade proceed as in the case of 
THE ' Bone-sacrifice \ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Sarvasvdra sacrifice, also known as " ShunahJcarna 
Agnisfoma\ laid down in the text— ^ Desiring his own death, one should 
perforin this sacrifice, if he wishes to go to the Heavenly regions, free from 
disease’. — After the Sacrificer ha.s died, w^hat is it that should be done? — 
That is the question.— We start off with the question itself, without setting 
forth the two views (Purvapaksaand Sid^^ even when the two views 

are set forth, the doubt remains there ; as also when all the details bearing 
on the matter are not already known ; a^ w^e find in the ease of such questions 
as — ^what is the name of this hill ? What is this river called ? What fruit 
■isthiS'?' ■ ■ . . 

The answer to this question is as follows : — On his death, the performance 
shall proceed as in the case of the Bone-Sacrifice ; — ^i.e. wdien the Sacrificer 
has gone the way of destiny, the performance shall proceed as it does in 
the ease of the * Bone>saerifice ’ ; that is, just as at the ' Bone -sacrifice ’ 
only those details are performed by the ' Bones ’ that are necessary for the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, and the other details are omitted, — similarly 
in the case in question, when the Sacrificer has died, only that much shall be 
made to be done by the dead body as is necessary for the accomplishment 
of the Sacrificer ; such, for instance, as ‘ the Sacrificer touches the 
Shukra ‘ the Udumbara-post is of the same height as the Sacrificer 


Adhikaeana ( 25 ): At the ‘ Sarvasvdra ' , before the 
Sacrificed s deaths the ^ invoking of the blessings of 
longevity ’ shall be done. 

StJTEA (60). 

[Pukvapaksa] — '' Evek while he is alive, the wobds invoking the 

BLESSINGS OE LONGEVITY SHALL NOT BE PBONOUNCED ; 

AS IT IS EOB HIS SAKE 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Sarmsvdra, while the Sacrifice^r is still alive, 
there arises the question — Should the words invoking the blessings of 
longevity — ‘ Ayurdshdste yajamanah'’-~-be pronounced ?— or not ? 

The Fiirvapakm view is as follows : — “ Emn while he is alive, the words 
invoking the blessings of longevity shall not he pronounced; — why ? — because 
it is for his sake. When the Sacrificer invokes the blessings of longevity, 
it implies that he desires longevity, — ^just as when one sa.ys ‘ give me the 
bedding k it is implied that one desires to have the bedding; but in the case 
in question, how is the Sacrificer going to secure the longevity asked for ? 
In fact, here what the Sacrificer desires is something quite the contrary (of 
longevity) ; as he is going to immolate himself. From this it follows that 
the words invoking the blessings of longevity shall not be pronounced.” 

SUTRA (61). 

[SidbhInta] — In eact, they should be pkonounced ; as it is quite 

COMPATIBLE, PBIOB TO THE SAID OCCASION. 

Bhdsya. 

The answer to the above is as follows : — ^The words invoking the 
blessings of longevity should be pronounced ; because such invoking is quite 
compatible ; it is after the Arhhava has begun that the death of the Sacrificer 
comes to be sought for by him ; while it is prior to the occasion of the 
Arhhava that the Sacrificer invokes the blessings of longevitj^ ; and the 
meaning of this would be ‘ may I live till the time of the Arhhava ' ; in this 
manner the General Law would be obeyed. Hence it follows that in tliis 
case also the words invoking the blessings of longevity should be pronounced. 



Adhikaeana (26 ) : At the ‘ DvddasJmha details like the 
' Rtuydjyd’ should he performed. 

SUTRA ( 62 ). 

Theee should be pekfoemanoe oe what aeb simply mbeitoeious acts. 

BJiasya. 

There is the Dvddashdha sacrifice, laid down in the text— " Desiring 
prosperity, they should have recourse to the Dvddashdha ’ ; there are certain 
purely meritorious acts (having no bearing on the Sacrificial Bitual) which 
are indicated by the General Law as admissible at it ; such acts, for instance 
J^tiiydjydj Varana and the ‘giving of gold to Atr^^a\ 

In regard to these there arises the question— Should ^Iie merely meri- 
torious act be done, or not ? 

The PiiTvapahsa view is as follows — “ It has been already established 
that inasmuch as the Sattra is performed by the Sacrifieers themselves 
(without the aid of officiating Priests), the ‘ Varana ’ and the ‘ Gift ’ become 
excluded (see Adhikarana 11 , above); there is no other injunctive sentence 
ia5dng down that these should be done and there is as much wrong in 
doing what is not enjoined as there is in not doing what is enjoined. Hence 
the acts in question should not be done 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — There should he 
performance of what are simply meritorious acts ; — ^it is true that the ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ {Varana), or the ‘ gift in this case is not for the purpose of securing 
the services (of the priests) ; but that does not make it incompatible with the 
performance at wliich the Sacrifieers themselves are the performers. Conse- 
quently, in accordance with the General Law, the acts in question should be 
performed. 



Adhikaeana (27) : At the ’' Pavamdna-Isti \ the ‘ Nirvdpa ’ 
{Cooking) should he done. 

SUTRA (63). 

In the absence of the sxtbordinate factor, the principal factor 

(SHOtrUD BE CARRIBD OUT). 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the ‘ Fire-installation Rite the Pavamdna-Istls 
are performed, as laid down in the text — ‘ Y 6* gnaye pavammidya piiroddsha- 
masiakapdlannirvapU, agnaye pdvakdya, agnaye shuchaye ’ ; at these Istie 
tile General Law renders admissible the act of ‘ Cooking with the Agnihotra- 
havanl \ — Now the time at which the Pavamana-Istis are performed is not 
the time of the Agnihotra ; so that at that time, the Agnihotrahavanl is not 
available. Thu'^ then, there arises the question — As the Agnihotrahamnl is 
not there, should the said ‘Cooking’ he done (without it) ? Or should it 
not be done ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follo-ws The Cooking camiot be done in the 
prescribed manner [as the Agnihotrahavanl is not there]; — and no useful 
purpose can be served by doing an act in a manner not prescribed ; — hence 
it follows that as the act would be defective, it should not be done at all.” 

, In answer to thi.s, we have the following Siddhdntai—In the dbse^ice 
of the svbordinate factor, the principal factor should he carried out; — the 
Agnihotrahavam is a subordinate factor, and the act of ‘Cooking’ is the 
principal factor. If the ‘ Cooking ’ were not possible, then there would be 
no need for the which, therefore, would be excluded ; — but 

even in the absence of the subordinate factor, the principal factor is not 
impossible; — hence it follows that the ‘ Cooking ’ (which is the principal 
factor) should be done ; it is only the fact of its being done with the Agnir 
hotrahavanl which, being impossible, becomes excluded. 


ADHiKAKAisrA (28): At the ' Vdjapey a \ the ' Musti^ 
{Handful) hecomes excluded, 

SUTRA (64). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA] — '' The Exclusion of the numbeb follows fkom 

THE EXCLUSION OF THE ' HaNDFUL ' ; BECAUSE IT IS 
SUBSERVIENT TO THAT.’’ 

BJbdsya. 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
self” sovereignty, one shfiuld perform the Vdjapeya sacrifice during 
the aiitunni ’ in connection with that, we read — ' Naivdrah saptadasha- 
shardvah kslre charurbhavatl ’ The Nivara-ctorn cooked in milk in seventeen 
saucers constitutes the Charu^]; — ^now in connection -with the Archetypal 
Sacrifice, a definite number and the measure of ‘ handful ’ have been laid 
down, in the sentence — ' Chaturo mustlrnirvapati ’ [‘ He cooks four 

handfuls ’] ; — and both of these become admissible at the Vdjapeya, accord- 
ing to the General Law. 

There arises the following question in this connection — [At the Vdjapeya} 
(a) Should the number be adimitted and the ‘ handful ’ excluded ? — or (6) 
the ‘ Handful ’ admitted and the number excluded ? — or (c) the number 
excluded ? — or (d) the number and ‘ handfitl ’ both excluded ? — or ’ (e) 
either one excluded ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows : — “ (A) Either 
one of the two may be excluded, — -i.e. either the number or the ‘ Handful ’ 
may be excluded. — ^Why so ? — Because there being no word indicating the 
exclusion of any one in particular, there can be no restriction as to this 
or that alone being excluded.” 

In answer to this we have the following view, which is Purmpaksa (B) : — 
“ There should be exclusion of the Handful and inclusion of the number. 
— Why ? — -Because the number is the predominant factor ; — in the text 
quoted, the number comes first, and it, therefore, becomes apprehended first ; 
— at the time of its comprehension there is nothing to obstruct the idea of 
the number ; — it is only after this unobstructed idea of the number has 
appeared that the idea of the Handful comes in (as expressed by the second 
word in the sentence) ; — ^this latter therefore cannot get over the obstruction 
caused by the presence of the idea of the number ; — hence, as coming later, 
the Handful becomes excluded, and the number becomes admitted, this latter 
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being the predominant factor ; this is what is going to be explained 
under 12. 2. 2*1.” ' 

In answer to the above we have the foUowing, [which is Ftirvapahsa 
(C)]: — “The exclusion hf the Handful should lead to the exclusion of the 
Number. — Why "i—PecaiAse it is suhservient to that :, in the phrase ' foxu* 
handfuls the number is spoken of as subordinate to (i.e. qualifying) the 
Handfid; — the number ‘ four V being mentioned simply with the view that 
the Handful may be qualified by the nuniber — and it is not mentioned 

for its own sake. Hence, even though the number is mentioned first (in the 
phrase), it is as good as not so mentioned; it is mentioned only for 
qualifying the other factor (Handful) ; eonsequentlj^, no special regard should 
be shown to it ; and if the Handful becomes excluded, the number subsisting 
in that Handful also becomes excluded, by reason of its substratum having 
disappeared ; if the number were admitted as subsisting in another sub- 
stratum, then it would not be admitted in the form in which it has appeared 
at the Archetype. On the other hand, if the number were excluded (and 
not the Handful), then the Handfuls which subsist in the ‘ Cooking 
would not become excluded, for the simple reason that their substratum 
{Coohlng) will not have been excluded. Hence, inasmuch as the number 
is subservient to (quality of) the Handful, it is the number that becomes 
excluded, not the Handfuls ; according to the principle going to be explained 
under Sutra 12. 2. 25.” 

StJTRA {65). 

{Argument against Purvapahsa (C)] — It canistot be so ; becaitse it is 
AUXILIAKY TO THE ‘ CoOKING 

Bhdsya. 

> It is not as has been explained above ; as a matter of fact, the number 
is not mentioned as subsisting in the Handfuls ; if it had been mentioned 
as subsisting in the Handfuls, then, being subservient, it could be excluded 
fon the exekxsion of the Handfuls). — “What then is it mentioned as sub- 
sisting in ? ” — In the ‘ Cooking How so ? ’’—-The construction is, not as 

‘ four handfuls ’ (‘ Chaturo mustlh), but as ‘he cooks four ’ (‘ Ohaturo nirva- 
path ’) ; in fact, it is the Cooking that is spoken of as qualified by the kanclftd, 
as also by the number : it is only when a thing is connected with an action 
that the word expressing it takes the Accusative Ending (as we haA^e 
ill the words ‘ chaturah ’ and ^ mustih ’). — “ Why ? ” — Because it is a case- 
ending, an ending denoting a verbal relationship of something brought about ; 
and what is hTou>ght about is an action, not a substance (which is an already 
accomplished entity). Hence Assertion connects the number ‘four’ 

with the action of ‘Cooking’, while it is only Syntactical Connection that 
connects it with the ‘ handfuls ’ ;'~---and is mox’e authorita- 

tive than Syntactical Connection. Hence we conclude that in consideration 
of the principal factor, there should be exclusion of the Handful. 
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ADHYIyA X, TliDA II, ADHIEKABAXA (28). 

SUTRA (66). 

[Firhal Purvapaksa] — In bbality, on account of similarity in 

REGARD TO THE INJUNCTION, THE NUMBER SHOULD BE REGARDED 
AS THE MODIFICATION OF THE ORIGINAL NUMBER ; 

AND THE OTHER THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
EXCLUDING THE ' SaNDFUL BECAUSE 
OF THE 'connection’.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term tu ’ ia reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set. forth 
above, 

“ It is not right that the Nmnber is to be retained and the Handful 
excluded ; what really happens is that the Number (seventeen) excludes the 
Number (Four), and the ‘ Saucers ’ exclude the ‘Handfuls'. — How so ? — 
Becmm oi similarity ; — ^At the Archetype the ‘Handful’ is the substance 
leading to the act of ‘Cooldng’, and the Number ‘four’ is a qualification 
of these Handfuls in the case in question (of Vdjapeya) what is asserted 
is that the ‘ Gharu '‘ consists of the ‘ Saucers ’ as its substance and is qualified 
by the number ‘seventeen’; — ^now here the substance ‘Handful’ which 
serves the purpose of measuring (at the Archetype) becomes excluded (and 
replaced) by the substance ‘ Saucers \ which also serve the same purpose 
of measuring,— ~dind the number ‘foiu*’, which qualified the " Handful % 
is excluded (and replaced) by the number ‘seventeen’, wliich qualifies 
the ‘ Saucers ’ just as in the case of the expression — ‘ Tins is curd, this is 
clarified butter, this is the vegetable, these the paddy-grains, — Devadatta 
should be fed; like Devadatta, Yajnadatta also should be fed, with oil’, — 
the purpose that is served in the food by the Clarified Butter is in the latter 
case understood to be served by ; hence, even though it is not asserted 
in so many words that ‘ the food should be lubricated with oil’, yet the 
oil serves to exclude the Clarified Butter (emA no other substance), — and that 
for the only reason that both of these serve the same purpose (of lubricating 
the food). Similarly in the case in question, the number that qualifies a 
substance can exclude only the number that serves the same purpose of 
qualifying a substance. The other thing, — ^i.e. the substance, ‘Saucers’ — 
should he taken as excluding tAe Handful, — because of the connection , — ^From 
all this we conclude that the as well as the Substance connected 

with the Arche t5q)e becomes excluded (at the Ydfapeya)P 

SUTRA (67). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Not so; because of the connection of the Sacrificer ; 

SPECIALLY AS AT THE ARCHETYPE, THERE IS CONNECTION 
OF AN EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not as set forth above; The term ‘ Chodand (in the Siitra) we 
explain as sacrifice; the number ‘seventeen ’ as well as the substance 
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‘ saucers \ is connected with a sacrifice ;—a,t the Archetype, the number 
* Four ’ and the substance ‘ Handful ’ are coiuiected with the embellishment 
of ' Cooking ’ ; — What is used at one place excludes a thing at another place, 
even though it may serve the same function as the former. When the purpose 
served by what is admissible under the General Law is found to be served 
by another thing directly mentioned, then this latter excludes the former ; 
as a. matter of fact, when the act of sacrifice is performed, the purpose served 
by the act of ‘ Cooking ’ does not become fulfilled ; hence the sacrifice 
not exclude anything that comes with the ‘Cooking’ ; but the substance 
that is Cooked by ‘ four handfuls ’ does not become one ‘ Cooked in seventeen 
saucers ’, — because the two are incompatible ; so one or the other must be 
excluded ; and it is more reasonable that the Handful should be excluded, 
in favour of the number (seventeen). 


Adhikarana (29) : In such Shruti-texts as ‘ DhenumdJa- 
bheta’, terms like ^ dhenu ’ denote 
the ‘ cow 

SUTRA (68). 

In the case of the oeioinal woed, theee should be modification 

IN THE SUBSTANCE, AS THEEE IS NO USE FOB IT. 

Bha.fya. 

In a certain context, we read-~-‘ One should sacrifice a clJmm to Dydva- 
PHhivly a Vatsa to the Maj'uts and a Rsablm to Indr a 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is it goats that are denoted 
by the words (a) " Dhenu\ (6) ‘Fatea’, and (c) ^Bsahha^ [which literally 
stand for (a) ‘ Milch (b) ‘ Young and (c) ' Full*gro\vn ’] ? Or is it 
cows, [(a) the milch cow, (6) the calf, and (c) the bull] ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ In view' of the General Law, the words 
should be taken as standing for goats [w^hich are the animals that are used 
at the Archetypal Animal -sacrifice]. The connotation of all these words is 
based upon certain qualities [(a) giving \milk, (b) being about one-year-old , 
and (c) being full groum] ; and the quality miist be connected wdth that 
animal which is indicated by the General La%v. — ‘ But the w’-ords signify 
those qualities as subsisting in the cow\ — True, they signify that; but the 
presence of the cow is not directly mentioned by any word, nor is it indicated 
by the General Law ; so that, though the word signifying the equality denotes 
the quality as subsisting in the cow — and it indicates the sacrificial animal 
in general by Syntactical Connection, — ^;^^et inasmuch as the very substance 
cow is absent in the case in question, what is accepted is the Syntactical 
Connection indicating the Sacrificial animal in general, and not the Direct 
.Denotation (of the cow). — Further, what the words really connote are {aj 
‘ Giving milk ’ (in the case of ‘ dhenu ’), and (6) a certain age (in the ease 
of ' vatsa ^ and ^rsabhg^), — and qualities, being without a material body 
cannot become connected wdth an action, — ^it is only wdth substances that 
they are comiected ; — ^the substance is indicated by the General Law (as the 
goat) ; — and it is with this substance that these qualities become co-ordinated ; 
— ^just as in the case of the expression ‘ avl dve dhenu daddti, tasya purust 
dhenurdaksind ’ [where the term ^ dhenu ^ has been used in the sense of 
' milch ’ and applied to the sheep and the woman] ; — similarly in the sentence 
^ Ajar sahhasydjinamavastfndii'^ [where the term ^ rsabha\ in the sense of 
fidl-grown, is applied to the goa^],— the term if dhenu'" or 'rsabha") 
expressive of giving milk and a certain age, becomes connected with that 
substance (animal) which is spoken of in the same sentence ; — similarly in 
the case in question, the terms shall be connected wdth the substance that 
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comes ill by virtue of the General Law.-^-For all these reasons the terms 
' dMnii \ ‘ vatsa ’ and ‘ rsabka \ should be taken as standing for goats,'' 

. In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta: — -hi the case of 
the original word, — i.e, the word iii question, wliichv in its very origin is 
expressive of a quality as residing in a certain animal -species,- — there should 
he modification in if/ie sw&siawce ; i.e, the substan^ also should be modified, 
not the quality onl^^ That is, the terms in question, — ^which signify the 
quality of giving m ilh, or ol being, of a (^rtam age, m in a. certain 

animal-species, — cannot be applied to the animals of the species ‘ goats \ — they 
must be applied to the animals of the species '' cows \ 

Objection — In the case in question that much may be admitted which 
is capable of being admitted, while what is not capable of being admitted 
shall be excluded; as in the expression dhenuvatsarsabhah [where 

goats are spoken of as (milch), vatsa (young), s^ndrsabha (full grown) 

Ansicer — In the expression quoted, the term ‘goat’ is clearly co- 
ordinated with the terms ‘ dJiemi% " vatsa— f in the ease 

in c|uestion, the substance would come in by virtue of the General Law; 
— but the General Law cannot bring in the substance q/oat if it be found 
to be incompatible nor are the ^ dhenu ’ and the rest connected with any 
substance; — because the particular case-ending connects them only with 
the act of sacrificing. That it applies to the cow is expressed by Direct 
Denotation, while the connection with the substance could be got at only 
through Syntactical Connection ; which latter is weaker than Direct Denota- 
tion. Thus then, the particular quality subsisting in a certain animal - 
species which is comiected with the act of sacrifice, cannot apply to the 
substance goat ; — nor can the species {cow) wMeh is directly expressed be 
abandoned on the strength of merely the General Law. — From all this it 
follows that the terms ^ dlienu ’ and the rest must stand for cows. 



Abhikarana (30) : In the case of the Injmiction ‘ Ydya- 
vyam shvMamdlabheta\ it tJie Goat that shmild 
be sacrificed. 

SUTRA (69). 

In THE OASE OF THE CONTINOENT WORE, THE ORIC4INAL THING SHOULD 

COME IN, BECAUSE THE CONNECTION IS CAPABLE OF BEING MADE, 

AND CONSEQUENTLY THE GENERAL LaW IS 
APPLICABLE. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text — ^ Vayavyam shv&tmnalahhMa hhutihamak^ [‘ Desir- 
ing iDrosperity, one should sacrifice the Shveta dedicated to Vdyu']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Should the animal used 
here be the ? Or should the be excluded ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows In its very origin, the term ' Shveta ^ 
signifies only the presence of the quality of loMteness ; hence any animal 
that may be y^ossessed of the quality of whiteness may be sacrificed ; and 
the term ' Shveta directly applied, should not be excluded from application 
to any animal. Hence either the Goat or the Bullock or any other white 
animal may be sacrificed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The term ‘ Shveta< 
being a contingent one, — having its application to a substance based upon 
the contingency of the presence of the quality of whiteness , — all that can 
be modified (at the ectype) is the qvjality ; because in this case no substance 
belonging to any species is signified; that alone is to be taken as qualified 
which is found to help in the accomplishment of the act of sacrifice ; — this is 
all that is understood from the sentence. That particular substance which is 
indicated by the General Law as to be used for sacrificing, — if found com- 
patible, — should be taken as what is qualified by the term ‘ Shveta.^ — ‘‘ But 
the term can also qualify things other than the goat do not say that 

it cannot qualify other things ; all that we say is that there is no useful 
purpose to be served in the case in question by its qualifying other things. 
For these reasons we conclude that though the term ^ Shveta^ (‘white") 
is all that is directly used, yet it should foe taken, in the case in question, as 
qualifying the goat only, not any other animal. 



Adhikakana (31) : {A) At iJke " Sddyaskra\ the 'Stake in 
the Threshing yard ’ need 7wt be of ‘ Khadira xoood ’ 
only (-S) At the ‘ Ghitrd ’ the 'Rice" 
need not be of ' Vrihi" only. 

SUTRA (70). 

Thebe beinCx incompatibility, thebe should be exclusion of the 

ABCHETYPAL ACCESSOBY ; BECAUSE OF ITS ASSERTION ; AND 
BECAUSE IT IS WITH THAT THAT THE ACTION IS 
CONNECTED. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In ( 3 onnection with the Sadyashra-sacrifice we read— ‘ KhaUbdli 
yupo hJiavati' [‘The stake in the threshing-yard is the Sacrificial Po>st']. — 
In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the General Law malce it 
necessary that tliis stake in the threshing-yard should be of Khadira. wood 
(of which the Sacrificial Post is made) ? Or does it not make this necessary 
and the stake may be made of Khadipa or of any other wood *l 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Ghitrd sacrifice, we read — ‘ Curd, 

Honey, Clarified Butter, Water, Fried Grains, Rice,^ — these mixed together 
form the offering to Prajdpati \ — In regard to this also, there arises the 
question — ^Does the General Law make it necessary that (winch 

are used at the archetype) should be brought in, and the Rice must be of 
Vrlhi ? Or does it not make it necessary and the rice may be of Vrihi or 
of any other variety of grains ? 

The Purrapaksa view is as follows (A) The Stake in the Threshing- 
yard must be made of KhadAra-wood, and (B) the Rice must be of Vrlhi ; 
because the use of (A) the Khadira wood, and (B) of Vrlhi -rice is what is 
indicated by the General Law ; and by adopting these, the General ]jaw 
becomes obeyed. What is laid dowm in the text in question is that tlie 
Khadira and other wood are to be , used as the stake in the threshing -yard, — 
the sense being that ‘ that wliich has been used as the Sacrificial Post should 
be made the stake in the threshing -yard'" ; it is quite possible for the 
Sacrificial Post to be made the stake in the threshing -yard ; wdiile it is not 
possible in any way for the stake in the threshing -yard to become the 
Sacrificial Post ; as a matter of fact, the Sacrificial Post is made of the 
Khadira and other wmod by such embellishments as ‘Chopping’ and the 
rest ; it is not made of any other wood ; so that when it is said of anytliing 
that ‘ it is the Sacrificial Post ’ (as it has been said in the text in regard to 
the stake in the threshbig-yard), what is meant is that ‘ it serves the purposes 
of the Sacrificial Post ’ ; and this would involve an indirect indication.— 
(3B) As regards the Vrihi also, the Rice is already knowm as to be used (from 
the fact of its having been used at the Archetype), and all that is done (at 
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the ectype, in accordance with the text in question) is that it is connected 
with the Deity (i.e. offered) in the shape of entire grains, and not in the 
form of the ground flour (in which it is used at the Archetype, ^Yhere it is 
offered in the shape of Cakes), — -From all this it follows that (A) it is the 
Khadira and other wood (that have been prescribed in connection with the 
Sacrificial Post) that should be made into the stake in the threshma-yard, and 
(B) the Vnhi is to be used as Riced^ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When there is 
incompatibility in the case, the archetypal accessory shoidd be excluded . — 
“ What is the incompoMhility ? ’’-—It is because of the assertion ; that is? 
what is actually enjoined in the text is that the stake in the thresh Ing-yajrl 
should be made the Sacrificial -axrd not that the Sacrificial Post slioiild 

be made the stake in the threshmg-yard ; this is the construction that makes 
the connection with the verb ^bhavatV (‘is’) direct; as the term 'yiipahd 
precedes that verb immediately ; under the other construction, which involves 
the construing of the verb with hKhalebdU which is removed from it, the 
connection would be a remote one. Then again, the term ' Khalehall' 
(‘stake in the threshing-yard’) is applied to that piece of wood which is 
used for the protection of the threshing-yard ; and it is this piece of wood 
which is laid down as to be msed for that jxui'pose for which the Sacrificial 
Post is used ; this is the meaning of the assertion that ‘ that which is the 
stake in the threshing -yard is the Sacrificial Post’ ; and it is quite possible 
for that stake to be used for the purpose for which the Sacrificial Post is used. — 
As for the argument that “ this involves recourse to indirect indication, by 
the words of the text, of the purposes of the Sacrificial Post”, — even 
indirect indication is better than a remote construction ; because in the 
case of indirect indication, the Syntactical Connection is quite perceptible, 
which it is not in the ease of remote construction. — From all this it follows 
that, of whichsoever wood the stake in the threshing -yard, might have been 
made, that same should be used for the purposes of the Sacrificial Post, 
and the General Law cannot restrict the stake to any particular wood ; because 
if it did, the direct Vedic text -would be set aside by the General Law (which 
functions only indirectlj?-) ; hence there can be no such restriction as that 
the stake in the threshing -yard must be made of Khadira or such other wood 
(as have been prescribed in connection with the Sacrificial Post). 


If 



AdhikauaKxI v - ^ Hewing and the rest shall not he 
done to the "‘Stake in the Threshing-Yard ^ 

.V, ■ .. SUTRA'. (71). , 

There SHOULD be exclusion of others. 

BMsya. 

Ill regard to the Stake in the Tlireshing Yard, there arises the question 
— Should, or should not, siieh operations hs Hming, Sizing, Baising and the 
rest be performed ? 

The Purmpaksa is that — They should he performed, in obedience to 
the General Law 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta: — There should he 
exclusion of others ; — The stake as it stands has to be used as the Sacrificial 
Post ; so that, if the stake as it stands is used as the Sacrificial Post, the 
requirements of the scriptures become obeyed ; and when these requirements 
have been fulfilled, no effort need be made in regard to other details.— 
Further, Hetvmg and the rest are operations needed for the making of the 
Sacrificial Post; — while in the case in question, there is no need for the 
Sacrificial Post as such ; — as the purpose for wliich the Sacrificial Post would 
be used is served by means sometliing difierent (i.e. the stake in the 
tlireshing-yard) ; — hence it follow’S that hewing and other operations should 
not be performed in the case in question, 

SUTRA (72). 

Also because of incongruity. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the operations in question should not be 
performed : — If these operations were performed on the Stake in the 
Threshing Yard, it would be something very incongruous. The ‘ Stake in 
the Tlmeshing Yard ’ is that piece of wood which is already being used for 
the protection of the Tliresliing Yard ; and it is to be used as it stands ; — 
if Hewing were done to it, it would be destroyed ; in fact, it would become a 
totally different thing, which could no longer be used for the protection 
of the Yard. As for the sizing, there would be no opportunity for it; as it 
has already been sized up for a totally difierent purpose; the sizing too is 
done to logs of wood, nor to articles made of wood. — Lastly, as for Baishig, 
it is impossible to be done to the Stake, which is already raised (fixed vertically), 
^From all this it follows that Hewing and the other operations should not 
be performed. 


ADHiKAEAlsrA (33) : In the case of the ^ Stake in the Thresh'- 
ing Yard \ embellishments like ^ ground-levelling \ 

^ ^ water-sprinkling \ \firm fixing! and 
^ anointing’^ should be performed. 

SUTRA (73). 

If THEBE IS HO PUBFOSE SERVED, IT WOULD SERVE AS AH 
‘ EMBELLISHMEHT 

BMsya. 

In regard to the ‘ Stake in the Thresiiing Yard % there arises the question 
— should, or should not, such operations be performed— as {a) the levelling 
of the grotmd with Maitravamna’s sticky (6) Sprinkling water over it, (c) 
firm Ramming in, (d) Anointing and so forth ? 

The Purvwpaksa is as foliow^s They should not be performed; for 
reasons already explained under Su. 71 above; it is exactly as it stands 
in the yard that the stake, wdiich is not the Sacrificial Post, is to be used as 
the Sacrificial Post, and hence the embellishments laid down in connection 
with the ‘ Sacrificial Post % w’hich might come in in connection with the 
Stake, should be excluded.’’ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — r^hen there is no 
purpose screed,— i.e. when there is no need for it— i.e. if the Stake does not 
need the embdlishments in question,— then alone could it be said that for 
the performance of these operations, it is a necessary condition that the 
object concerned be the Sacrificial Post; and then in that case, they would 
not be performed in the case of the Stake in the Threshing Yard. In the 
case in question however w^e find that the levelling of the ground, the sprinkling 
of water, and the firm ramming do serve the useful purpose of securing the 
firmness of the stake ; if it were left loose, it could not protect the Threshing 
Yard ; and further, if these operations are performed, they do not deprive 
the ‘ Stake in the Tlireshing Yard ’ of its owm character. Hence it follows 
that the operations should be performed. — As for the Anointing, that too 
does no harm to the stake, and if done, in obedience to the General Law% 
it would only improve it, and not spoil it in any w'ay ; hence the Anointing 
also should be done. 


21 



Adhikarana (34) : At the ‘ Mahdpitryajha ‘ Thumping ’ 
should he done to the Fried Grains. 

StJTRA (74). 

If it is done and the substance is not alteeed, it would sebve 
THE same purpose, and as SUCH, WOULD REMAIN 
THE SAME, 

Bhdsya, 

There is the M ahu 2 ‘iitTyajna>i laid down in the text — ‘ Somdya pUnna- 
te satkapdlam pitrhhyo varhisadbhyo dhdndh pUrhhyd*hhwdnydyai diigdlie- 
mantham ’ — [Where it is laid down that ‘ Fried grains ’ are to be offered to 
the Varhisad PUrs], 

In regard to the ‘ Fried grains % there a, rises the question — should 
Thumping be done to them, or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follo’ws “ It should not be done; — Why ? — 
because of destruction ; if the Thumping were done, the character of ‘ fried 
grains ’ would be destroyed, as the grains would be reduced to flour. Hence 
the Thumping should not be done.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — It has already been 
explained that if a certain operation does not actually destroy the thing, 
it should be done for the purpose of improving it, as in the case of the 
Anointing (see imder Su. 73). — Says the Opponent — “ Anointing does not 
destroy the Stake, but the Thumping does destroy the fried grams — 
Answer— The Thumping could be done in such a way as not to destroy the 
Fried grains ; there might be a slight change in the order of the operations 
(the Thumping being done before the /rymg') ; by .this change, it is only the 
order that would be transgressed, the substance wmuld remain the same; 
so that there would be exclusion of the subordinate factor, but the inclusion 
of the principal factor (as explained above under Su. 10. 2. 63), Hence the 
Thumping should be done first, -“then the frying ; bo that the Thumping 
would be subservient to the /r^fn^, and the character of the ‘ fried grains ’ 
would not be lost. 


End^ of Pdda ii of Adhydya Z. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PADA III. 

Adhikarana (1) : At the PasJm ’ aTid other sacrifices, the 
‘ Sdmidhent ’ awl other archetypal operations should 
he adopted,. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PoRVAPAKSA— cowimwedl] — “ Ik the case or ak ectypb, what is 

DECLARED BY THE TEXT IS THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR ; HENCE 
ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD COME IN; BECAUSE 
OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR.” 

BJidsya. 

(A) In connection with the Soma-sacriiice, there is the Animal-sacrifice 
bo Agm-Soma^ laid down in the text-—* On being initiated, one should 
sacrifice the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ’ ; — in connection with this 
Animal-sacrifice, it is laid down that — ‘ One should perform eleven Pmydjas 
and eleven Anuyajas ’.r— (B) Similarly there is the injunction — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Chaturmdsya sacrifices ’ ; — and in con- 
nection with this Chdhirmdsya, it is laid down that ‘one should perform 
nine Praydjas and nine Annydjas \ — -(C) Similarly, there is the injunction — 
‘ Desiring prosperity, one should sacrifice the white goat ’ ; and in connection 
with this it is laid down that— One should pour out the oblation, reciting 
the Mantra., Hiranyagarhhah samavartatdgre etc, ’ — (D) Lastly, in connection 
with the Aimbhrtha, it is laid down that — ‘ He should pour out the oblations 

Tn regard to all these, there arises the question — Should the archetypal 
operations not come in at these ectypes,— and when they do not come in, 
are these entirely different acts that have been enjoined in these texts ? — 
Or do the archetypal operations come in, and when they do come in, the 
texts in question only lay doAvn accessory details ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows The archetypal operations do not 
come in ; in fact, in the case of every ectype, what is declared by the words 
is the principal factor, not the accessory details ; hence at the Agnlsomlya 
and other sacrifices in question, there u an appearance of additional subsidiary 
acts ; the ‘ Sacrifice ’ and ‘ Pouring out of oblations ’ that are enjoined 
should be regarded as distinct acts; in this way would the Vedic text be 
obeyed ; it is through these acts that they become endowed with their sub- 
sidiary details. — ^For these reasons we coxiclude that- the archetypal- Procedure 
does not come in ; as regards the archetype, that Procedure is in close 
proximity to it, and hence it cannot pass over that archetype which is in 
close proximity to it/* 
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SUTRA (2). 

[PO-RVAPAK.SA~~co?i/-k'?iecl]— T hebe is ho bepehdehce upon the 

FACT OF THEBE BEING AN ARCHETYPE/’ 

BMsya. 

“Under the above view there will be no dependence. — ‘What 
dependence ' — The assumption that it is to be performed ‘ like the 
Archetype’; in fact, that General Law, if applied, would require this 
Archetype, which is not far removed, though intervened by several sentences. 
— Hence it must be concluded that the distinct acts are enjoined—(a) 
‘Performs the Praydja sacrifices’, (6) ‘ Performs the Aghcira\ (c) ‘Makes 
the offering with the Mantm, Hiranyagarbhah smnavartatdgre etcPP 


SUTRA (3). 

[VtSiRVA’PAKSA— concluded] — Also because of the capacity of the 

Injunction.” 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra is meant to be the Purvapak^in’s answer to an objection against 
his view. This objection is as follows:— ‘The sentences in question do not 
possess the capacity to enjoin the performance of the acts in question- — 
How so ? — ^The sentence does not afford the idea that one the 

sacrifice, all the idea derived from it is that one brings about the number 
eleven in connection with the Praydja, which means that he brings about a 
particular quality in the sacrifice ; that this is so is due to the presenj^ 
of the word (eleven) denoting a quality ; if what was meant were tlie 
bringing about of the sacrifice itself, then the word denoting the quality 
would be meaningless. Hence it follows that the sentences should be taken 
as laying down accessory details.’ 

The answer to this (as contained in the Sutra) is as follows: — “The 
sentences in question do possess the capacity to enjoin; they are perfectly 
able to enjoin the performance. — ^How ? — The sentences contain verbs, 
and verbs have been sho’^vn to be injunctive of action under Sutra 2. 1. 1. 
These sentences therefore can enjoin the action along ^vith its accessory 
details, the sense of the injunction being— ‘ The sacrifice sliouki be per 
formed, and the number eleven should be made up ’. Similarly with the 
other sentences. From all this it follows that the words in question are 
injunctive of distinct actions ; and hence the Procedure of the Archetype 
does not come into them.” 
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SIJTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] — The principal act along with its sebsidiakies, even 

THOTTGH SO CIBCEMST AN CED, SHOULD BE BBGARDED AS 
‘ ECTYPAL ’ ; BECAUSE ITS PBOCEDUBE IS NOTICED ; 

ALL THE ACTS MUST BE TAKEN TO BE SUCH AS 
HAVE AN ANTECEDENT AND ABE EQUALLY- 
SET INTO OPERATION. 

Bhdsya, 

It 18 not true that the Procedure (of the Archetype) doevS not come 
into the act.s in question, and that these acts are distinct by themselves. In 
reality the prlnci(palf—i,e, the archetypal — act along tvith its subsidiaries^ 
even though so circumstancech should he regarded as ectypal. This has been 
explained under 7. 4. 10. 

The procedxire of the archetypal act is duly noticed in some of the 
ectypal acts. Hence the whole procedure of the ectype should consist of 
such acts as have an antecedent, — i.e. have an archetype — and are equally 
set into operation, — i.e. as understood from the General Law.— -For these 
reasons, in the case in question also, the archetypal procedure should come in. 

As for the argument that — “ Inasmuch as all needs will have been 
supplied by the Praydjas, the archetypal procedure cannot come in ”, — 
the answer to this is that this would be so if the sacrifice were enjoined ; 
as a matter of fact, however, if th.e sacrifiice were enjoined by the sentences, 
then all these words — ‘ eleven ‘ nine % ‘ Hiranyagarhhah samavartatdgre 
would be meaningless. It cannot be said that the ‘eleven’ and the rest 
are only ref erred to because those are just the factors that are not already 

known, and as such they must be regarded as enjoined by the sentences 
in question ; and the sentences show that they have been enjoined in relation 
to the sacrifice. If it were the sacrifice that is enjoined, — and the number 
‘eleven’ is enjoined in relation to that sacrifice, — then there would bo 
syntactical split. — From ail this it follows that the archetypal procedure 
does com© into the acts in question (by the General Law) and that the sen- 
tences in question contain injunctions of the accessory details of those acts. 

SCTRA (5). 

Thebe can be no injunction of accessoey details in begard to 
AN act which has NO ACCESSOBY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya* 

For the following reason also the sentences should be taken as inj mictions 
of accessory details: — In relation to an act which has no accessory details, 
there can be no injunction of particular accessory details ; particular injunc- 
tions of accessory details are in the form — ‘ The Prastara, Bedding, is to be 
of reeds’ ; — but there can be no injunction of a particular kind of Bedding 
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in a case where there is no For instance, if a man has no 

son, no toys are made for the son ; similarly in the instance cited, there could 
be no injunction of ‘the Bedding being made of reeds — Hence the sen- 
tences in question must be taken as injunctions of accessory details. 

SUTRA (6). 

Inasmuch as the action is spokbn of by one and the same, Wobb, 

IN OhOSE PEOXIMITY TO IT, THE INJUNCTION BECOMES CON- 
NECTED WITH THE NAME ; THBOUGH THE PAETICUIAE^..-^ 
ACCESSORY, THE ACTION WOULD BECOME MODIFIED; 

BECAUSE THE WORD APPERTAINS TO THE INJUNC- 
TION AND THE ACCESSORY IS SOMETHING THAT 
IS TO BE ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya, 

The following is another peculiarity (winch points to the same 
conclusion) -The Principal Act and the Subsidiary Act are both sjoolcen of 
by one and the same word:. — i.e. a single ‘ word % consisting of the declaration 
of the entire procedure, speaks of the Primary Act as well as its subsidiaries ; 
.hence in' the declaration of the Primary Act, the subsidiaries are in close 
proximity to it these being in close proximity, the injunction of the 
accessories becomes connected by mentioning the name, in this form — 
‘That sacrifice which is named Praydja has this accessory detail — In this 
manner, in the case of all sacrifices, the action would become modified, through 
the particular accessory ; that is, the number modihes the number and tlie 
Mantra modifies the Mantra. As a matter of fact, the toord appertains to 
the injunction of the Praydja and other sacrifices ; — and the accessory detail 
is something that is to he enjoined : consequently, the second mention of it is 
not meaningless. — From all this it follows that the archetypal procedure 
does com© into the sacrifices in question and that the sentences are injunctions 
of accessory details. 

SUTRA (7). • 

Also because the Name is not something to be done. 

Blidsya. 

It cannot be said that “ what is enjoined is the connection between the 
Name and the Named ; — because when the relationship botu^eoii a term 
and an object is enjoined, the form of the verbal construction would be 
different — in the form ‘ one should perform eleven sacrifices, and the.se 
sacrifices are named Praydja oucM Ajmydja" ; and this constriuition ir^-olves 
a syntactical split. — On the other hand, if the mention of these sacrifice's, 
whoso names are already well known, is taken to be for the purpose of 
enjoining the accessory details, [then the said incongruity does not arise, 
and] on that account also the archetypal procedure should be taken as 



^ ^ : \ : AX)^ pIda III, IDHIKAEANA (1). 1743 

corning in, and the sentences should be taken as injunctions of accessory 
.■ details* ■ , . ■ ■ ■ ■■ 

SUTRA (8). 

In regard to the accessory detail, the ‘ Capacity ' is 

EQUALLY PRESENT. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra is to be taken as preceded by certain words. — “What are 
those words ? ’’-—They are as follow'S : — It has been argued that “ the 
Praydjas and the Amiydjas are not close by, and hence it is not for the 
sentences to be taken as enjoining the accessories of those sacrifices”. — 
This has got to be refuted ; and the refutation is as follows : — In regard to 
the accessory details, the capacity of the General Law is equally present \ 
so that it will bring into the acts in question the accessory details related to 
the archetype; and being known to be so admissible, they are mentioned 
in the sentence in question, which serves the purpose of enjoining other 
accessory (ietails. — ^The other alternative is that it will enjoin the accessories 
and then make them admissible at the acts in question ; but in that case, 
these could have no connection with the sentence laying down the accessory 
details. — Of the two alternatives, it is much simpler to indicate the admission 
of those that have been already enjoined. — The word, having its purposes 
served by getting at the archetypal details, cannot enjoin fresh accessories. 
— “ The sentence in question itself may serve to enjoin them — That is 
not possible; because tliis sentence is only for the purpose of connecting 
the accessory details, as is clear from the presence of the word signifying the 
accessory detail. — For these reasons also we conclude that the procedure 
being already known to be admissible, the sentences in question arc injunc- 
tions of accessory details. 

It has been argued that — “ the verbs are injunctions of acts — as proved 
under Sutra 2. 1. 1.” — The answer to that is that the captacUy of these 
verbs is equal ; the words which, being accompanied by words denoting the 
accessories, are capable of enjoining the accessory as well as the act, are 
all the more capable of enjoining the accessory only ; for the man who eats 
stones, corn-cakes are easy to devour, — For this reason also the sentences 
in question should be taken as injunctions of accessories. 

SUTRA (9). 

''In this WAY, ALL ACTS WOULD BE * PRIMARY ’ — IF THIS IS URGED 

[then the answer is as in the next Sutra}, 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If your view is that the verb will enjoin the 
accessory details, — then, in that case, as all acts are expressed by verbs, 
they would all be primary P 
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SUTEA (10). 

The INJUNC5TIONS BY SUCH A WORD (VERB) WOULD ALWAYS BE W 
ACCORD AIn^CE with the actual NATURE OE THE ACTS 
CONCERNED. 

Bhdsya, 

It. is not merely by being expressed by the verb that anything becomes 
primary or secondary; if an act is aetiially a secondary one, it does not 
become primary simply by reason of its being expressed by a verb ; as a 
matter of fact, it is in accordance with the actual nature of the act concerned 
that there are injunctions by means of verbs; so that what is primary 
remains primary, and what is secondary remains secondary. 

SUTEA (11). 

Ina.SxMuch as both, the archetypal and the eotypal (accessories) 

ARE EQUALLY RELATED TO THE DECLAMATORY STATEMENT, THE 
CHARACTER OF ' BEING ENJOINED ' IS EQUALLY PRE- 
SENT IN BOTH ; CONSEQUENTLY ALL IS SUBSERVIENT 

TO THE Primary Act. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason we conclude that the sentences in question 
are injunctions of accessory details.— For what reason ? ” — The character 
of ‘ being enjoined ’ is equally present in both the archetypal and the eotypal 
accessories, as there is no diiSerence in the connection between these and 
the Declamatory Statement ; that is, the declamatory statement in connec- 
tion with the Archetype is— ‘ One offers the sacrifice to AgniBvistakrt for 
the stability of the sacrifice’ ; and in connection with the ectype also there 
is practically the same declaration — ‘ When one offers the sacrifice to Agni- 
Svistakrt, one renders the sacrifice stable — Similarly in connection with 
the Archetype there is the declamation — ‘ The two Ajyahhdga-ofienngB are 
the two eyes of the sacrifice and practically the same in connection with 
the ectj^pe — ' When, one makes the two J[;ya&/id,ya-offerings, they are the 
very eyes — From ail tliis it follows that all acts of this nature subserve the 
purposes of the Primary Act, — and as such, in the case in question, the\- 
should be taken as subsidiary to the Ectypal Sacrifice. 

SUTEA (12). 

Their appearance being sdviilar, they should be similar in 

CONNECTION WITH the EMBELLISHMENTS ALSO. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that all the acts are not 
Primary Acts, there are some that are subservient to the Primary Act. The 
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order of sequence in the appearance of the Pm2/d;;a6‘ and the A 7 iuyujaa is 
similar; i.e, the order of sequence in the comiection of the embellishments 
at tile ectype is found to be similar to that at the Ai*ehetype.— “ How so ? ” 
— The order of the Fray Ojas and Anuydjas is found to be thus described — 
" Frajdpati created tiie sacrifice,— -first of all. He created Clarified Butter, — 
the aninmi in the middle, — ^and the Prsadajya ; it is for this reason that the 
Frayajas proceed first of all with Clarified Butter, with the animal in the 
middle, and with Prsadajya in the end, then the Anuyajas proceed’; the 
mention of the order of sequence in regard to the Pra2/dya6‘and the Amiyajas 
that we find here is explicable only if they be subservient to the Primary 
Sacrifice, — and not if they themselves were Primary Acts.— Hence it follows 
that all the acts are not primary, there are some that are subservient to the 
Primary. 





x 4 .dhikarana ( 2 ) : In connection with the Animal-offering 
to VdyUy the mantra ^ Hiranyagarbkah samavarta- 
tdgre etc, ’ is to he used with the second 
^ Pouring out of the offering \ 

StTTRA (13). 

[PUBVAPAKSA — ' The IHlRANYAaABBHA-MANTEA ’ SHOULD 

BE USED AT THE FIEST OFEEBIHG,— AS SUCH IS THE INDICATION 

OF THE Mantra-text.” 

Bhmya, 

There is the animal sacrificed to Vdyu^ in accordance with the text — 
* Desiring prosperity, one should >sacrifiee the white goat dedicated to Vdyu ’ ; 
— in connection with this sacrifice, we read — ‘With the rnantra, HbxvYiya- 
garbhah samavartatdgre etc. one pours out the offering’, — We have seen in 
tlie preceding Adhiharam that this text enjoins an accessory in connection 
with the -offering wdiich is already known as enjoined else wiiere 

{and which comes in at the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General 
Law). — The question to be considered however is this — Is the accessory herein 
enjoined to be adopted at the offering or at the second ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — The Hwanyagafhha-mantra should be 
used at the first offering^ as such is the indication of the Mantra-text ; i.e. the 
sentence in question should be taken as the injunction of an accessory for 
the first offering. — ^Why ? — Because such is the indication of the words of 
the Mantra itself ; the use of tlie Mantra is laid down as that ‘ with the 
Mantra, Hirmiyagarhhah sarmxartatdgre, one pours out the offering ’ in 
tlie Mantra itself, there are the words ‘ Bhutasya jdtah pjatireJca dsU ’ [‘ He 
was tlie one Lord, of Creation ’], where the term ‘ one ’ stands for Prajdpati^ 
— tlie idea expressed being that prior to tlie appearance of the Creation, 
He was the only one to appear ; thus then the Mant/ra is found to be capable 
of speaking of Prajdpati and it is the first offering that is offered to 
Frajdpati ; so tliat the Mantra can serve its purpose only at the first offering, 
not at the second one. Hence it follows that the sentence in question enjoins 
an accessory for the offering.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[PC RVAPAKs A — condiided ] — '' Also because there wo u l d be n o 

DEPENDENCE UPON THE FACT OF THERE BEING AN ARCHETYPE.” 

Bhdsya, 

“There would be no dependence upon the General Lave that ‘the 
Betype is to be performed like the Archetype ’ ; because the Mantra of the 
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second offering is not excluded ; according to the other view (that the 
Hira7iyagarhha-7rhantra is to be used at the second offering), there would 
have to be exclusion of the Mantra '^ TJrdkd'dlwara etc.’ [which is the Mantra 
that is used with the second ofitering at the Archetype]. — From this also it 
follows that the sentence enjoins an accessory for the first offering.” 

SUTRA (15). 

[SiddhInta] — In eeality, it appertains to the second, as it is 

THIS THAT NEEDS THE MaNTRA. 

BJidsya. 

The term ' w ’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

As a matter of fact, the sentence does not enjoin an accessory for the 
first offering,— it is an accessory for the second offering that is enjoined ; as 
it is this second offering — ^not the fi/rst — ^that needs the Mantra, — “ How so ? ” 
— What is laid down is that ‘ with the Mantra Hiranyagarhhah samavartatagrct 
one poiTO out the offering ’ and what does this mean ?— What it means 
is that ‘ on© litters the said verse when pouring out the offering ’ ; and what 
the verse does, on being uttered, is that it supplies a scriptural idea in con- 
nection with the offering, by means of the closing ivords of the Mantra 
‘ Kasmal decay a havisd vidhenia \ whicli means that the offering shall be 
made to one deity ; the fact of the matter is that the first word is ‘ ekasnmi \ 
from which the syllable ‘ e ’ has been deleted, — that is how we deduce the 
idea that ‘ the offering -material is to be offered to the one deity \ Now, as a 
matter of fact, there is no such scriptural idea in connection with the first 
offering; hence (if the injunction were applied to that offering) it would be 
necessary to assume (1) that there is a scriptural idea in comioction with 
that offering and (2) that that idea should be carried out with the Mantra 
‘ HiranyayaThhah saniavartatdgre'' ; there is, however, no authority for making 
any such assumption.^ — What the sentence enjoins is a particular use of 
the Mantra, and not restriction of its use in general ; — the general use of 
the Mantra being subject to option. — It may be argued that “ the use of 
the Mantra being subjecit to option, it is with reference to that that the^re 
is the injunction of the particular use ’’.—But this argument is absolutely 
futile, as it practically accepts our view; and under this view the injunction 
serves a distinctly useful purpose, as it bears upon the Pouring out done with 
the J'tdm, — ^From all tliis it follows that the sentence enjoins an accessory 
for the second offering. 

It has been argued that — “ The Mantra speaks of Frajdpatl (the deity of 
the first offering), and it can never speak of Indra (the deity of the second 
offering) — But it is not so. Just as Prajd 2 Mti is eulogised as one, on the 
basis of the name ‘ Prajdpati ’, — the idea being that before the creation of 
the world, Prajdpati was the only one Being, — similarly on the basis of the 
fact that the name ‘ Indra ’ connotes sovereignty, Indra also is regarded as 
capable of creating all things and is consequently eulogised as unborn, in 
the following verse — ‘ Ka imstavat hah prnM ho yajdte yadugraminmaghavd 
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vlshvaMvej, pdilamva pvahcirmirmnyamanyam icrnotl purvamaparmn shacMbhik ’ 
(Rgvoda 6. 47) ; — also in the following verse—* u nu te mahimanah smna — 
aydsmat pur min rsayo'nimmyuh yarvmatarancha pltarancha sdhamayajana> 
yathdh danvd svdydh ’ (Rgveda 10. 54.) — ^The former verse ^ — 'Ka imstavat etc.’ 
appears in the hymn addressed to and hence it is regarded as ‘rela ted 

to Indra \ what it means is as follows—* Who can eulogise him ? Who 
can make an offering to liim ? Who can offer a sacrifice to him ? ’ — All 
tliis expressing a certain amount of uncertainty — ‘ He alone does all this ; 
just as a man in walking, puts one foot forward and another backward, so 
does he all this’; — so that if he does all this, then by doing it before 
everybody else, he is one . — Similarly the second verse — * Ka u nu te etc. ’ — - 
means as follows — * Which sages, even among fore-runners, can get to the 
end of the majesty of this deity ? He is one who produced his own parents 
put of himself and is as such anterior even to his own parents,- — ^what to 
say of other persons?’ — So it becomes established that he is one ; as he 
also was only one, before the creation of all other things. Thus the verse 
in question also speaks of Indra, and hence there is no incongruity (in its 
being used with the sccon(i offering)]. 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

As THERE IS TEANSFBBENCB OF THE INJUNCTION, THERE WOULD BE 
MODIFICATION IN THE TEXT ; SPECIALLY AS IT IS THEIR 
ACCESSORIES THAT HAVE TO BE ENJOINED. 



It is the injunction of accessories that is laid down in the text speaking 
of the * Pouring out ’ ; and there would be modification of that ‘ Pouring 
out’ ; and it is in reference to the second^ * Pouring out’ that the Mantra 
has got to be enjoined; the idea that we have derived from Vedie texts 
in regard to the Mantra to be used with this second offering (at the 
archetype) is that of the Mantra ^ tJrdhvodhvaro ddvisprshamahuto yajno 
yajnapateriudrdvdn vrhadbhabhdvi hi madhorghrtasya svdhd'^ ; and the idea 
that is derived from this is helpful in the sacrifice ; this idea being that 

* the offering is to be made to Indra \ In the case in question, however, 

the idea that we derive from the Vedie texts is that the to be used 

is " Hiranyagarhhah savavaHatdgre etc."" ; and this has the capacity to enjoin 
the Mantra to be used for the same purpose for which the former Mantra 
is used at the Archetype. For instance, in the case of the expression— 

* There is cui’d, clarified butter, vegetables, and rice,— feed Devadatta, as 
also Yajhadatta with oil — the oil is mentioned as of use in the feeding, 
and it is to foe used only in the place of Clarified Butter, the purpose of which 
alone can be served by oil ; the capacity to lubricate the food being common 
to the Oil and the Clarified Butter similarly, in the case in question, when 
a fresh Mantra is mentioned, the notion that it produces is of some change 
in the idea that we had derived from the Vedic texts in connection with the 
Archetype; and this is helpful only in connection with the aecowd, not the 
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first offering. — Hence the sentence should be taken as enjoining an accessory 
for the oft'ering. 

SUTRA (17). 

Also because we find that there is a text indicating the fact 

THAT THERE IS NO MaNTRA IN CONNECTION WITH THE FIRST 

OFFERING. 

Bhdsya. 

The following text shows that the first ‘ Pouring out ’ is to be done 
without a Mantra — ‘ He pronounces the syllable /S'm/id, he does not pro- 
nounce a Mantra \—ETortx this also it follows that the sentence enjoins an 
accessory for the second ‘ Pouring out’ 



Adhikarana (3): In connection with the ‘ Chdturmdsya 
So'}na-sacfifices \ the details laid down in regard to 
'Placing^ and ^ Tying ^ appertain to these 
acts as done at the Archetype. 

SUTRA (18). 

[PtTevapaksa — continued] — ‘‘ There being an embellishment, it 

MUST BE A DISTINCT ACT,— IT BEING INJUNCTIVE OF THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are the ChCdimndsya Soma-sacrifices, in connection with wliich 
we read — (a) ‘ They plaeo the Whey on the Diist-heap \ (b) ‘ They tie 
the animal to the Paridhi \ 

In regard to this there arises the question— Are these, the ‘Placing’, and 
tlie ‘ Tying distinct from these same acts that are done at the Archejtype — 
[to be done in addition to the ‘ Placing ’ and ‘ Tying ’ that are transferred 
to the sacrifice from its Archetype] ? Or do these sentences lay down 
only particular details (the ‘Dust-heap’ and the ‘ ParidAi ’) relating to 
those same acts done at the Archetype [the meaning being that the acts 
done are the same that have come in from the Archetype, only instead 
of the spot where the Whey is kept at the Archetype, it is to be 
kept on the Dust-heap, and the Animal is to be tied to the Paridhi^ 
instead of the Post] ? — ^What we have to consider in this connection is this — 
Are these, the placing and the tying, mere acts of Dharma (bringing trans- 
cendental results) ? — Or are they meant to serve only visible purposes ? 
If they are mere acts of Dharma, they must be distinct acts ; if they are 
meant to serve a visible purpose, then the sentence must be an injunction of 
accessories. — Thus there is a two-fold doubt ; hence both the questions are 
considered together; the combined question being — Is each of the acts one 
of mefe Dharma and hemee a distinct act ?* — Or is it meant to serve a visible 
purpose and hence the injunction is one of an accessory detail ? 

The PurvapaJesa is as follow^s : — “(a) Inasmuch as the Dust -heap 
{UiJeara) is too high and is pointed at the top (conical), it cannot serve the 
useful purpose of supplying a suitable receptacle for the ‘placing’ (of the 
Whey) ; — similarly, (b) inasmuch as the Paridhi is a piece of wood lying 
flat on the ground, it cannot serve the visible puiq^ose of supplying a suitable 
peg for the ‘ tying ’ of the animal ; — hence both these are mere acts of 
Dharma. Just as, under the section of the Bautrdmanl sacrifice, the ‘ placing ’ 
laid down in the text ‘place it on t\\Q Brahmana^ s head’ is a meiu act of 
Dharma, so here also. And if it is a mere act of Dharma, then it must be a 
distinct act ; such being the case, the ‘ placing ’ and the ‘ tying ’ should both 
be taken as enjoined ; so that the injunction would be done by the Direct 
A*ssertion of the Veda; in the other case, it would be done by Syntactical 
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Connection. Further, under our view, the ‘ placing ’ and the ‘tying’ 
would not be mere indicatives of the injunction of accessories ; while under 
your view, they would both have to be taken indicating the injunction of 
accessories. — From all this it follows that each of the two acts is distinct 
(from the similar act done at the Archetype). Specially because U is injunc- 
tive of that ; just as, in the case of the ‘ Pouring out \ tlie verbal affix appearing 
at the end of the term cannot be injiinctive of accessories, so also in the 
case of the two embellishments known as ‘placing’ and ‘tying’.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[POevapaksa — concluded} — “Also because thebe would be no de- 
pendence upon THE FACT OF THEBE BEING AN ARCHETYPE/' 

Bhdsya. 

“ Under this view it would not be necessary to depend upon the General 
Law to transfer the archetypal accessories— laid down in the texts ‘ places 
the offering-materials on the altar and ^ ties the animal to the Sacrificial 
Post’. — For this reason also the acts in question should be regarded as 
distinct acts.” 

SUTRA (2d). 

[Siddhanta] — But, ina.smuch as the Injunction is there, — if 

THEBE IS A DOUBT, THE WORD SHOULD BE TAKEN AS USED FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF THAT OF WHICH IT IS INJUNCTIVE. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ' iu^ (‘ but ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ in question are not distinct from those 
same acts done at the Archetype ; what the texts in question do is to lay 
down an additional detail regarding the ‘ placing ’ and ' tying ’ done at 
the Archetype; hence the explanation is that the ‘placing.’ and ‘ tying ’ 
serve only visible purposes.— >“ How so ? ” — Because we actually see the 
visible purpose served by them ; ‘ placing ’ consists really in having the 
thing within reach, and this serves the visible purpose of helping the accom- 
plishment of the Homa ; the ‘ tying ’ of the animal also serves the visible 
purpose that it prevents the animal from running away. — Such being the 
case, each of the two texts must be taken as the injTinction of an accessory. — 
“ How’ so ? ” — Inasmuch as the Injunction is there ; — ^i.e, the injunction of 
‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ is found to be rendered admissible by the General 
Law, — if there is a doubt, — as to whether what is enjoined is only an accessory 
detail or a distinct act, — it is not right to take it as the injunction of a 
distinct act ; because ‘ injunction ’ consists in laying down what is not already 
known, — ^while ‘ placing ’ and ‘ tying ’ are both already known through the 
General Law ; — Whence the word should be taken as used for the purpose of 
that additional accessory which is enjoined by it. From all this it follows 
that the text in question contains the injunction of an accessory detail. 
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It has been argned that ‘‘ in support of the PurvapaJcsa view, there is'' 
Direct Assertion^ while in support of the there is only Syntactical 

^Connection (which is weaker in authority) — The reply to this is that though 
it is Syntactical Connection (that supports the Siddhdnta)^ yet this view 
involves the assumption of a smaller amount of transcendental effect, — only 
in so far as it refers to the enjoined accessory, and not in so far as it would 
refer to the distinct act along with its accessory (which latter would be 
necessary in the case of the PurvapaJcsa). 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because there may be qualities which may make 

THE EMBELLISHMENTS ROSSIBLE. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued thaf>— “ the Dust-heap being pointed at the top and 
the ParkJJd lying flat on the ground, the placing and the tying in question 
cannot be done ’’.-—The answer to that is*^ as follows: — We shall so make 
the Dust-Jieaj^f and the Paridhi that the placing and the tying coiild be done ; 
for instaiice, we can make the JDustdieap with a flattened top and have a 
thick Paridhi ; so that on account of the presence of the quality of ‘ flattened 
top’ and ' thickness the articles in question would be enabled to aeconiv 
plish the embellishments ot ‘placing’ and Hying’. 

StJTRA (22). 

It is only when there is an INCONCfRUITY THAT THE MERE ACTION 
WOULD BE DONE IN THAT PARTICULAR CONNECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been argued that — “ Just as in connection with the SautrCnnanl^ 
the placing is regarded as a mere act of Dharmn, so should it ]>e in the 
case ill question also — ^This has to be refuted ; the answer to it is as follows : 
— ^In connection with the Sautrdmam, it. is on account of the incougruit,\'' 
involved [in the actual placing of the offering -ma-terial on fJte head of the 
Brdhnmna} that the ‘placing’ for a visible purpose cannot bo done, and 
as a necessary consequence, in connection with the Sauirdmanf the ' jilaeing ’ 
is taken as done merely as an act of Dharma. In the case in qiu^stion, how- 
ever, it is not impossible to do the act for a visible purpose; lienee the 
text should be taken as the injunction of an accessory detail. 


Adhikakana (4) : At the ^ Agnichayana\ both the " Arche- 
typal' and the EctypaV Initiatory oblations are 
to be offered. 

StTRA (23). 

[PuBVAPAKSA] — Ib YTSm OF THE INJUNCTION ' INITIATES WITH SIX 

THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION OF THE MANTBAS AT THOSE 

Initiations; because of the pbesence of the 
Dibect Assebtion.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Agnichayana Bite, leid down in the text — ‘One who, 
knowing this, sets np the Fire-altar ’ ; at this rite there are Initiatory 
oblations, — some that come in from the archetype, as also some that belong 
to the ectype itself ; the Mantras used with these oblations at the Archetype 
are the following — (1) ^ Akuiiirmgmniffprayitjam svdhcl\ (2) ' Mano mMhd- 
magnim prayujam svdlia (3) ‘ CMtiam vijndtamagnim prayiijam svcihci \ 
(4) ' Vdcho vidhrfvmagnim prayujam svciha % (5) ^ Pmjdpataye manave 

svdlhd\ (6) ^ Agnaye vaishvdnardya svdhd \ (1) ^ Vishve devasya neturmatto 
vrnUa sakhyam vishm rdya isudhyasi dyumnam vmiia pusyase svdhd ’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 4. 1. 9. 1); — while the Mantras laid., down in connection with the 
Ectype (Agnickayana) itself are the following*— (1) ^ Akutyai prayuje agnaye 
svdha\ (2) " Medhdyal iimnase'gnuye svdhd '' h (^) ^ Dlksdyai tapase' agnaye 
svdhd \ (4) ^ Sarasvatyai pusne^gna/ye svdhd \ {a) "" Apo devirbrkatlr visJiva- 
shamhhuvo dydvaprthivi urvantariksain brhaspalirno havisd vidhdtu svdhd \ 
(6) ‘ Vishve devasya nltiirmatto vrmta sakhyam vishve rdya isudhyasi dyumnam 
vrnlt a pusyase svdhdA\ (Taitti. Sam, 4. 1. 9. 1). 

[There is something wrong in the quoting of these Mant7'as; in connection 
with the Archetype, the number (tf Mantras quoted is sevens whereas from the 
Context it is clear that it should foe six only. Unfortunately, in no other work are 
ail the twelve Mantras quoted. The manuscripts available read as in the prmted 
text. The Seventh Maiiti'a quoted in connection with the Archetype, it appears, 
should not be there. It is identical with the Sixth Mantra quoted in connection 
with the Ectype this identity is repugnant to the Context.] 

In connection with these, it has been declared — * Initiates with Six Mantras^. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At the Ectype (Agni~ 
chayana), are the Eciypal Mantras alone to be used and the Archetypal ones 
should be excluded ? — Or both the Archetypal and Ectypal sets should foe 
used collectively ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “ Jn view of the injunction ^initiates 
with six\ there should he a modification in the Archetypal Mantras used in 
connection with the oblations ; i.e. the Archetypal Mantras should be 
excluded (and replaced) by the Ectypal ones ; — because of the presence of the 
22 
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Direct Assertimi ; there is a direct assertion regarding the use of the Ectypal 
Mantras^ and these .Ectypal Mmitras are six. only, and .these six. are,; the 
Ectypal ones. From this it follows that there is exclusion of the Archet;!>p)al 
Mantras^ and the two sets are not to be used collectively.” 


SUTRA (24). 

[SlBDHlN'M.] — B ut thebe is bepbtitiok oe the Peimary set. 

BMsya, 

The particle (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view that 
“there is exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras ” ; — in fact, there is no 
exclusion, there is inclusion. — “ Why ? ’’—Because it is quite possible. It 
is only in cases where it is impossible for the Ectypal and the Archetypal to 
be used together, that the Archetypal is excluded by the Ectypal, If both 
are used together, there would be repetition of the Primary' ; — and where 
such repetition has been directly declared, it should certainh" be done ; 
there can be no incongruity in such repetition. Because in this case the 
repetition of the Primary Honia is directly asserted in the text ‘ Offers twelve 
oblations ’ [and tliis number twelve is made up by offerings being made with 
both sets of Mayilras]. — ^Thus, as it is possible for both sets to be used 
collectively, they should be so used. ^ 


SUTRA (25). 

[Objection ] — Even cm repetition, the action would be 
.' ■ ■ WITH Mantras.” 

BMsya. 

Says the Opponent— “ It is 'not right thatthe two sets of Ma.niras shnuld 
be used collectively ; because the Archetypal Mantras which could come in 
only by virtue of the Gleneral Law would be set aside by the Ectypal ones 
whose use is laid down by a direct injunction. — It has been argued that — so 
long as it is possible to use them, they should not be excluded. — The answer 
to that is that it is not possible to use them. — How so ? —The six Ectypal 
Mantras are laid down by the dii’ect injunction as to be used at the 
Agnichayana (Eotype) in connection with the oblations which come into 
the Eotypo from the xirchetjqpe ; if these oblations are to be offered, the 
mantras used must be the Ectypal ones ; — even in the case of repetition, 
it is those same oblations that come in ; and if they are those- same oblations, 
then the Mantras used must be the Ectypal ones. Hence it is found tliat 
even when there is repetition, the action would he with Mantras — i.e. with 
those same Ectypal ones. — From all this we conclude that the Archetypal 
must be excluded.” / 


ADHYIyA X, PADA HI, ABHIKARANA (4), 
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SUTRA (26). 

In reality, inasmuch as there is an oblation with 

■ THERE, SHOULB BE NO EXCLUSION OE THE ARCHE- 

TYPAL Mantras ; when something has been done, 

ITS REPETITION WOULB BE UNREASONABLE. 

BMsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ {‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection o£ the above \dew. 

There are oblations with each Mantra ; — the number ‘ twelve ’ is obtained 
by repetition ; — ^the Archetypal Mantras come in (at the Agnichayana) bj" 
\drtu0 of the General Law, and the Ectypal ones come in by direct injunction ; 
— ^the injunction laying down the entire procedure takes in all the details 
of the sacrifice and hence includes within itseK both sets of Mantras. 
It is only when Inclusion or Combination is entirely impossible that there 
is either Exclusion or Option, — not so long as Combination is possible ; 
because in case there is exclusion, what is indicated by the Greneral Law 
would be entirely rejected. — Further, the Ectypal Mantras have not been 
singled out as those that alone are capable of accomplishing the oblation ; 
all that should be understood from the text is that ‘ if the oblation has to 
be offered, the Ectypal Mantras also are the means of accomplishing it — 
The Ectypal Mantras have been laid down in connection with the rite of 
Initiation, in the text— ‘ He initiates with six ’ ; — ^but the text laying down 
the entire procedure of the oblation includes ah those sentences ending 
with the syllable ‘ Smhd \ which happen to be in close proximity to itself ; — 
now it is both the Archetypal and the Ectypal Mantras that are in such 
close proximity to it ; — Alienee there can be no ground for discriminating 
between these two sets of Mantras — ^such as ‘ it includes these and does 
not include those others \ — ^Nor in this case is there any incongruity in the 
repetition of the primary factor, as has been already explained. — From all 
this we conclude that there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal Mantras, 
— Further, when a certain thing has he^n done, its repetition would be unreason- 
able ; the Ectypal Mantras are read only once in the assertion that the man 
should be made an * initiate ’ by means of these ; when, then, the initiation 
has been accomplished, and the purpose of these Mantras thus fulfilled, any 
repetition of these same Mantras (in order to make up the enjoined ‘ twelve ’ 
oblations) wotild be most unreasonable. For this reason also there should 
be no exclusion of the Archetypal [and the enjoined number 

‘ twelve ’ should be made up by the combination of both sets], 

SUTRA (27). 

There is also ' priority anb posteriority which would not 

BE EXPLICABLE IE THEBE WERE REPETITION ; BECAUSE 
THE TERMS ARE RELATIVE, 

Bhdsya, 

Further, we find the terms * prior’ and ‘posterior’ in the following 
text — ‘ Ho offers the six prior oblations ; he offers the six posterior 
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oblations ’ ; — if the Eetypal Mantras alone were used and there were repeti- 
tion of these same (for making up the prescribed number ‘twelve’), then 
there could be no ‘priority and posteriority ’ ; because these terms are 
relative ; i.e. the term ‘ posterior ’ is relative to (and contingent upon) 
somethin (j else that has gone before, and similarly the term ‘ prior ’ also 
is relative to (and contingent upon) something else that is to come later. — 
For this reason also, there should be no exclusion of the Archetypa.1 Mantras^ 

SUTRA (28). 

There is also a textTnpicating that they are bistinot, 

Bhasya, 

For the following reason also w© conclude that there should be no 
exclusion of the Archetypal and that there should be combination 

of the two sets ol Mantras. — “ For what reason ? ’’-—There is a text indicat- 
ing that those oblations are distinct ; thB,t text Uhhaylrjuhoti cigni- 

kishchddhvariMshcha ' [‘ Offers both sets of oblations, those appertaining 
to Agni and those appertaining to Adhvara it is only when there is 
a combination of the two sets oi Mantras thsbt there can be a justification for 
these being spoken of as ‘ dgmH ’ and ‘ [The Eetypal Mantras 

laid down in connection with the Agnhchayana being called ‘ dgnikl and 
the Archetypal ones being called ^ q^varikV'] ; for, according to the other 
view (by which the set of Archetypal verses would be excluded), there would 
be only one set, called ^ AgniM^ (those appertaining to Agnichayana) ; and 
in that case the separate mention of both would be inexplicable ;—and 
yet we find that they are mentioned separately hence we conclude that 
there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal iff aw#w,— there should be 
a combination of both sets. 

SOTRA (29). 

Further, there is ah assertioh, which would hot be possible if 

THERE WERE HO DIFFERBHOB. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there shall be no exclusion, there shall 
be comhUmtion, — “For what reason ?” — ^Because there is an assertion; 
there is the following assertion- — ‘ Adhvarasya purmm athcignenipdgni hyetai 
karma yadagnikarma " ; here it is asserted that the ' adhvara" (sacrifice, the 
Ai’chetype) comes first, tiiQii the ‘ Agni'‘ (Agni-cliayana^ the Ectype) ; this 
is explicable only if there is combination of both, — not if there is no difference 
(in the two sets of Mantras used). 

Erom all this it foUows that there should be combination (of the Arche- 
typal and Ectypai Mantras). 



AdhikabakA' (5) : At the second ^ Fire-installation \ the 
Sacrificial Fee prescribed for the first ^Fire- 
installation’' is excluded. 

StJTRA (30). 

[PObvapaksa— — '' Whek the accessoby detail cobbected 

^ SUBJECT TO MODIFICATION ON 
ACCOUNT OF A CEBTAIN CONTINGENCY, THEBE SHOULD BE 
AN ADDITIONAL SaCBIFICIAL FeE GIVEN ; BECAUSE 
OF THE PBESENCE OF A DEOLABATION TO 

THAT EFFECT.” 

BMsya. 

A second * Fire-installation ’ has been laid down as to be performed 
when a certain contingency BJvagya^yashah-shrlhdmdndm pu- 

7mrd(h^dhUa;~yo^gmnddhdya bMgyajydnim putrafydmm vd pyeta sa punard- 
dadhlta \ Those who desire good-lnck, fame and prosperity should install 
the Fires again ; if, on having installed the Fires, one desires to overcome 
misfortune or ill-luck to sons, one should install the Fire again ’] ; — in connec- 
tion with this second Fire -installation, a special Fee has been prescribed — 

* Clothes resewn is the Fee, as also the rejuvenated bull ’ ; — ^for the ordinary 
Fire-installation, the Fee is as follows : — ‘ One should be given, six should 
be given, twelve should be given, twenty -four should be given, a hundred 
should be given, a thousand should be given, an unmeasiored number 
should be given’. 

In regard to the second- Fire -installation, there arises the question — 
Are the fees prescribed for the ordinary Fire-installation to be included and 
the two are to be combined ^—Or are the Fees of the ordinary Fire- 
installation to be excluded ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows When there is a second Fire-installa- 
tion due to a special contingency, there should be an additional Fee ; — * 
i.e. the Archetypal (original) Fee should be included, and there should be 
combination of both the Fees.— Why Because both are found to 

he mentioned in a single declaration— tHe gives both, those relating to 
the Fire-installation and those relating to the second Fire-instaUation — 
From this it is clear that there is to he combination, not exclusion^ 

SUTRA (31). 

[PuBVAPAESA — concluded]—^ Inasmuch as they have been 

ENJOINED, THE OTHEBS SHALL COME IN IN THE PBOPEB 
PLACE.” 

BMsya. 

“ This Sutra is in answer to a question—* How can there be a combina- 
tion between what is directly enjoined and what comes in by virtue of the 
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General Law -The answer to tlc^ m~--‘Jnasmuch as they have been enjoined^ 
the others— Le, the Tees relating to the 'original Fire -installation, — shall be 
included in the proper place, on the strength of the declaration; there is 
the direct declaration — ‘Having given the Fee connected with the original 
Fire-installation, he gives the Fee connected with the secbnd installation 
— From this it is clear that there is to be no exclusion of the Fee connected 
with the original Installation, there should be combination of both.” 

StJTRA (32). 

[SiDBHInTA] — Ik reality, TSBRE should be MODIEIOATIOK ; AS THE 
PEOSBECTIVE EACTOBS COME IN ONLY WHEN THE 
ORIGINAL IS NOT THERE, 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection, of the above view. 

In reality, there can be no combination, there must be modification. — 
“ Wliy ? ” — Because the second Installation has been declared to be a 
‘ prospective act (to be done only when one desires a certain definite 
reward) ; tliis can be justified only when the archetypal context is not there, 
— ^not when this latter is there ; so that if an ectypal accessory is laid down, 
it must exclude the archetypal one. Whenever a ‘ prospective ’ or 
* contingent ’ act is to be performed, it comes in only in modification of the 
original essential act. For instance, when it is said that ‘When there is 
consumption, the food should consist of rice and mudga, and one should 
sleep away from the wind -it means a modification of the ordinary food 
and sleep. — Then again, the ectypal detail is laid down directly by a Vedic 
text, whereas the archetypal one comes in only by indirect inference, through 
the General Law ; and hence the latter is set aside by the former. —It has 
been argued that — “ On the strength of the declaration, the Archetypal 
details must come in”. — The answer to that is that the declaration in 
question is in the form ‘ Ubhayirdadati ’ [‘ gives both ’], and there is no 
injunctive affix in this ; the affix that is there signifies the statement of a 
present fact. — ^Taking this declaration along with the other sources of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter, we conclude that what the declaration 
in .question — ‘gives both the fees, — -those relating to the original Installa- 
tion and those relating to the second Installation ’ — means is that ‘ the Fee 
relating to the original Installation is given at the original Installation and 
that relating to the second Installation is given at the second Installation ’ : 
so that this is a‘ reiteration of a mere fact (and not an injunction). — 
From all this it follows that the Archetypal Fees are to be excluded. 

SUTRA (33). 

Then again, exclusion is indicated ; because ' both ’ 

ABE MENTIONED. 

Bhd§yai 

For the following reason also the Archetypal Fees are to foe excluded. 

“ For what reason ? ” — ^We understand that such exclusion is indicated. — 
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How so ? ” — Because ‘ both ’ are ^mntioned ; there is the declaration ‘ when 
one gives the Ect3?pal Fees, both the Fees become given ’ [which indicates 
that both are included in the one, hence the original one need not be given]. 
— “ But this may mean that both the Fees are to be given, since it is said 
that both become given — We have already explained that when both are 
said to be given, what is meant is that the Fee connected with the original 
Installation is to be given at the Original Installation and that connected 
with the second Installation is to be given at the second Installation. — From 
all this it follo^vs that the Archety’pal Fees are to be excluded. 



Adhikarana (6) : At the ‘ Agraya'm ’ sacrifice the ‘ Chih ’ 
and the ‘ Calf ’ exclude the ‘ Anvdhdrya Rice 

SUTEA (34). 

The ‘ Cloth ’ and the ‘ Calf ’ also [exclude the okiginal Feb), 
— on account of the sameness (of puepose). 

' Ekasya. 

There is the Agrayana sacrifice laid down in the following text — 
' Hutddydya yajayndnasya . . , . ekakapdlah\ — In connection with this it is 
laid down that is the Fee, the first-born Calf is the Fee’. — At the 

zlrchetypal sacrifice, however, the Fee consists of the Anvdhai'ya Bice; 
and the giving of this latter at the Agrayana is indicated by the C4eneral 
Law. — ^Hence there arises the following question — Do the Clolh and the Ca// 
excliide the AnwMr^/a i?ice~--or not ? 

The Furmpaksa view IB that— “ They should not exchide it, (1) because 
the General Law has to be obeyed and (2) because there is no incompatibility 
in giving both.” 

In answer to this, we have the following : — The ‘ Clolh ’ and 

the ‘ Calf ’ also should exclude the original Fee, oh account of the sameness of 
purpose ; it has been explained before tliat at the second Fire -installation, 
there is exclusion of the Fee connected with the original Fire -installation ; 
that same ‘ exclusion ’ is connected with the present Sutra by means of the 
particle ^ cha"^ (‘also’); — -the meaning being that the AniKthdrya Rice is 
excluded. — “ Why so ? ^ ^—Because of the sameness of the pniipose served by 
them; at the Archetype, the Anvdhdrya Bice serves the purpose of the 
Sacrificial Fee, — ^in the Ectype in question, that same purpose is served by 
the Cloth and the Calf; because these also have been spoken of as 
‘ Sacrificial Fee From tliis it follows there is to be exclusion, not com- 
bination. 

Or, the present Sutra may be taken simply as indicating the admissibility 
of the details of the Anvdhdrya at the Agrayana, — for the purpose of intro- 
ducing the next A 


Adhikabana (7) : At the ^ Agmyamh\ the details connected 
with the ^ Anvdhdrya^ are to be performed in con- 
nection with the ^ Cloth ’ and the Calf\ 

. SUTRA (35). 

It should take in the details in question, as it serves the same 

PURPOSE ; BECAUSE IT IS SPOKEN OF AS SUCH IN CONNECTION 
WITH A CERTAIN CONTINGENCY. 

BJidsya, 

In regard to the same ‘ Cloth ’ and ‘ Calf ’ there arises the question — 
Should the details of the Anmhcirya be performed in connection with them 
— or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is that—*' As no reason is mentioned why they should 
be performed, we conclude that they should not be performed.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^The CalJ should 
take in the details in question ^ — ^the Cloth oXm should take in those details ; — 
because they serve the same purpose. As a matter of fact, the details in 
qiiestion are meant to serve a certain purpose served by the Anvdhdrya , — 
and their presence is not due to the mere presence of the Anvdhdrya itself ; 
hence they must be performed in connection with any other tiling that 
serves the same purpose. — But how can the Cloth and the Calf be regarded 
as serving the same purpose (as the Anvdhdrya) ? ” — A certain contingency 
has been mentioned, and then they are spoken of in the following sentence 
as * Fee ’ by reason of their securing the services of the iiriests — * The Cloth 
is the Fee, the first-born Calf is the Fee’. — From this it follows that the 
Cloth and the Calf should take in the details of the Anvdhdrya Rice. 



Abhikarana (8) : At the Agmyana \ there should he no 
^ OooMng ’ of the Calf. 

' SUTRA (36). 

In the case of a gift, the Cooking is meant fob a definite fubpose. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the same Agraymiu, it is said that * a first-born 
Calf is the Fee ’ ; — ^it has been settled that the details of the AnvaJidrya should 
be performed in connection with this Calf : — The question that arises now is 
— In the case of the Calf^ should, or should not, the ‘ Cooking ’ also be 
done [as it is done in the case of the Anvahdrya] ? 

The Furvapah§a view is — “It should be done — (1) because of the 
necessity of obejing the General Law, and (2) because it can be done/’ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When the Calf is 
given as the Fee, there should be no ‘ Cooking ’ ; even without being Cooked, 
the Calf remains a Calf ; — what is laid down as to be given is the Calf, not 
the meat (of the Calf) ; — further, it has been laid down for the purpose of 
securing the services of the Priests, not as an embellishment of the man. 
For these reasons, the General Law camiot indicate the admissibility of the 
‘ Cooking ’ to the case of the Calf, Under the circumstances, if the 
* Cooking ’ were done, it would be an unauthorised animal-slaughter, and 
wouid mean the doing of an act entirely repugnant to established custom. 


Adhikarana (9) : At the Agrayana\ there should he no 
‘'Cooking^ of the Cloth. 

StTRA (37). 

The Cooking is done when there is an article of food. 

Bkasya, 

In connection with the same We read — ‘The Cloth is a 

Sacrificial Fee’ ; and it has been found that the details of the Anvaharya 
should be performed in connection with the — The question that 

arises is — Should ‘Cooking’ be done to it, or not ? — The Purmpahsa is 
that — “It should be done, because the Cloth serves the same purpose as 
the Anvaharya — In answer to this we have the following Siddkdnta : — 
The ‘Cooking’ should not be done ; because ‘ Cooking’ is done when the 
thing concerned is an article of food, — and the Cloth is not an article of 
food ; nor is it possible for ‘ Cooking ’ to be done to it ; — hence we conclude 
that Coohing should not be done to the Cloth. 



Adhikarana {10)\ At the ^ Agrayana \ no '' Potmng of 
Clarified Butter C is to he done over^ the Cloth and 
the Calf: 

SUTRA (38). 

So ALSO OF THE ‘ PoURING OF CLARIFIED BdTTER ’ [THERE SHOULD BE 

HO performance]. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Agrayana, we read-—* Cloth is a Fee, a first- 
born Calf is the Fee ’ ; in connection with this it has been found that the 
details of the Anmlidrya should be performed The question that arises 
now is — Should, or should not, the Pouring of Clarified Butter be done ? 
— ^The Purvapaksa is that^ — “ it should be done, becanse they serve the same 
purpose as the Amdhdrya ''\- — In answer to tliis, we have the following 
■Siddhdnta: — So also of the Pouring of Clarified Butter i — **what?” — non- 
performance, As a matter of fact, the Pouring of Clarified Butter is done 
over the Anmhdrya Bice for the purpose of making it tasty — the tastefulness 
of the Cooked Biae {Anmlidrya) m helpful in securing the services of the 
Pi'iests ; — in the case of the Cloth or the Calf^ however, there is no purpose 
to be served by tastefulness ; — hence there should be do Pouring of Clarified 
Butter over these two things. 


Adhikaeana (11 ) : At the ‘ Jyotistoma \ the number ‘ 112 ‘ 
mentioned in connection with the Fee, applies to 
one hind only. 

SUTRA (39). 

[PtjEVAPAKSA (A)] — “ The number mentioned in proximity to the 
INJUNCTION OE THINGS SHOULD BE THE QUjSLIEICATION OF 

■ .-Si- . 

ALL THOSE THIHas/' 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Jyotistofim ; — in connection with this 

sacrifice it is said- — ‘ The cow, the horse, the mule, the ass, goats, sheep, 
corns, barley, sesamum, mdsa , — 112 of that is its Fee 

In regard to this, there arises the question — {a) Is the Fee to consist 
of 112 of each of the things mentioned ? — Or of only one thing ? — {h) If 
of only one tiling, is it of any one thing, without restriction ? or of Mdsa 
only? — (c) Or should the number 112 be made up of all the things 
collectively — or of only one kind of thing ?—(d) If of a thing of , one kind, 
is it of any kind, without restriction ? Or of animals only? — (e) If of 
animals, then of any idnd of animals, Avithout any restriction ? Or of cows 
only ? — x411 these are the various alternatives that are possible. 

On this question, Purvapalcsa (A) is as follows: — “In proximity 
to certain enjoined things What things ? ’ — The cow and the rest ; — 
“ Where have they been enjoined ? ” — ^In connection with the Fee, a number 
has been prescribed — ‘ 112 of it is the Fee’ ; — and this number should 
pertain to each of the tilings mentioned, the cow and the rest. — Why ? — 
Because the number has been mentioned as the subordinate factor, and 
the cow and other things as the principal factor. — ^How so ? — The sentence 
is not construed as ‘ there should be 112’, but as ‘there should be 112 of 
that ’ ; it is only thus that the presence of the term ‘ tasya ’ in the sentence 
can have any sense ; otherwise it would be either meaningless or a mere 
reference. As for the singular number {in f tasya this also refers to the 
things spoken of in the context, and is a mere reference. W'henever a 
subordinate factor is laid down in proximity to certain principal factors, 
the for.mer ahvays varies with each of the principal factors. The mention 
of the number too serves the useful purposp of giviag us the idea that ' the 
cow and other things have to be of such number And there is no ground 
for making any such discrimination as that of the several things mentioned 
— one has to be of this number and not the other ; in fact, if any one of 
the things were not of the said number, it would involve the infringement of 
the Vedic text, in so far as it bears upon that thing. Hence we conclude 
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that each one of the things mentioned is to be connected with the said 
number.’' 

StJTRA (40). 

[Purvaraksa (B)] — '' But inasmuch as, the . qualities, are equau^: 

THE KUMBER SHOULD PEBTAIK TO ONE ONLY ; BECAUSE OF 
THE PRESENCE OF DIRECT DECLARATION.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The particle {‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ It is not that there should be 112 of each of the things ; in fact, there 
should be 112 of any one of the things only. — ^Why ? — Because the qualities 
are equal ; i.e. the cow and other 'things are connected with the ‘ Fee \ and 
so also is the rmmher \ — the number is not enjoined (predicated) of the 
Gow and other things ; what is enjoined is the Fee as qualified by the number ^ 
— not the Cow and other tilings. — ^How so 1 — ^If the number were not con- 
strued with the ‘ Fee % — and hence if what were connected with the ‘ Pee’ 
were the Gow and other things without any fixed niim}>er, — then the mention 
of the number would be entirely useless ; and as the term ‘ tasya ’ would be 
in do -ordination with what is qualified by the number, it would have to take 
the Plural ending ; and if ‘ tasya ’ referred to the Cow and all other things, 
then tlie Singular number in ‘ tasya dvddasha-shaiam ’ would be-inexplioable* 
For these reasons, the number has to be connected with any one of the 
things laid down as the means of securing the services of the Priests, — and 
then alone the fee given for the services can be of the prescribed number. — 
From all tins we conclude that the number pertains to any one thing, not 
■ to every one of the things. It is even so that the Singular number (in 
'tasya') becomes justified. Objectionr-^'As the number of a word is a 
mere sign, no significance can attach to the Singular number in the word tasya \ 
— Ansiveri Even though no signifioance attach to the Singular number, 
the ending must foe one connotative of the same number that is referred to ; 
for instance, when it is said ‘ hrdhmamijdMyo na hantavyah ’ {‘ one belonging 
to the Bralimana-caste should not be killed’), even though the qualification 
mentioned is a mere indicative sign, yet it is not spoken of by means of a 
word with the dual ^ding — 'brdhmanau na haniamjau' {'Two Brdhmamis 
should not be killed’). — Says the Opponent — ‘ But in the case of the names 
of castes or classes, the Plural ending may appear in connection with a 
single entity, or the Singular ending may appear with several things ; but 
neither with one nor with several things does the Dual number over appear ; 
so in the case in question, either one thing might be spoken of by a word 
with the Plural ending, or many things might be spoken of (as they are in 
the sentence) by a word with the Singular-ending — Answer-. It be so 
in the case of the names of castes or classes ; but the word ‘ tasya ’ does not 
denote a caste or class, it denotes only the individual that is in close proximity 
to itself. — From all this it follows that the number in question (112) 
must appertain to any one of the things mentioned in the text [and there 
^can be no restriction as to which one it should be].” 
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SUTRA (41), 

[FCTbvafaesa (C)]— “ Ik, fact, it should appebtaik to that thikg 

IK CLOSE PBOXLMITY TO WHICH THE NUMBEB HAPPEKS TO BE 
MBKTIOKED ; BECAUSE . SUCH IS THE COKSTBUCTIOK 

ikdicated by Syntactic al Cokkectiok/' 

Bhdsya. 

TMs SuU'a is in answer to the following: — ‘ If the Number is related to 
one thing, then it will have to be taken as related to any one tiling, without 
any restriction, as no specification is found in the text’. 

In answer to tliis we have the following (which is PurvapaJcsa 0) : — “ It 
should appertain to that one thing in proximity to wiiieh it is mentioned ; 
when the word signifying the number is found in close proximity to the word 
signifying a particular tiling, it is that particular thing with which the number 
should be connected ; because it is words uttered close upon one another 
that come to be syntactically connected. — How so ? — It is only when a 
qualifying word is connected with what is in close proximity to itself that it' 
can qualify the idea expressed ; it cannot do this when it is far removed 
from . it. In the sentence in question the ‘ Mdsa ’ comes in between the 
numerical word (112) and the ‘Cow’ and other things and Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Context ; — hence it is the Mdsa 
alone that should be connected with the number (112).” 

SUTRA (42). 

[PuBVAPAKSA (D)] — '' But it cakkot be so cokkegted ; they 

(mas as) ABE EK JOINED IN THE SAME MANNEB AS THE OTHEB 
things; hence the NUMBEB .should be CONNECTED 

WITH ALL.’’ , ■ ■ 

Bhdsya, 

The term Hu' (‘ but ’) serves to set aside the above view. 

“It is not right to say that it is tlie Md^a alone that is connected with 
the number ; in fact the number should be taken as pervading over ail the 
things ; i.e. the number (112) should be made up by ail the things. Cow and 
the rest, taken together. — ^The number is not connected with the Mdsa 
only, because the Mdsa has been enjoined by the texts enjoining the things in 
the same manner as those things, — ^How so ? — ^The expression being ' Tildshdha 
mdsdshcha \ the ‘ cha ’ denotes ‘ the Mdsa along with the Tila ’ ; so that the 
number is connected with the cow and ail the other tilings taken together ; 
as the particle ‘ cha * signifies the connection of the things with one another ; 
the nature of the particle * cha ’ is such that when it comes after a word it 
signifies the connection of the thing spoken of by that word with another 
, thing, by direct denotation, not by Sjmtactical Connection ; — ^if it were 
don© by Syntactical Connection, it would be done by the particle even 
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appearing before a word (which however is . not the case); — the ISTumber 
lio’wever is connected tlirough Syntactical Connection ; — if the particle 
' cha ’ had not the aforesaid meaning, then it would be entirely meaningless ; 
as it could not be construed later on,— after the connection of the Number 
has been established ; in fact, if we construed it as ‘ tasya dvddashdtanclm \ 
the meaning would be something entirely different, — ^it w^ould mean ‘112 
and something else also ’ ; and yet no such ‘ sometliing else ’ is spoken of in 
the sentence; — hence the particle ’ must be construed first, and the 
connection of the number should come after that ; the reason for this lying 
in the fact that words with the same case-ending are more powerful (and 
should be connected first) than the one that has a different case-ending. — 
Further, as w^ords with the same case -ending are more powerful, their rejjeti- 
tion is quicker, wiiile that of words with different case -endings is more, 
delayed ; — wmrds ending with the same First case -ending are more powerful 
in that they signify their meaning, while the word with the sixth case-ending 
qualifies something signified by another w^ord. — Hence it follows that all 
the things (spoken of by the wwds with the fiirst case-ending, ' gaushchu^ 
.etc.) are connected with the number either as one aggregate wfiiole, or as 
connected witli one another ; or it may be right to take all of them in 
combination with the mmrber. From all this, w^e conclude that the number 
is connected with all the things. — What would be the advantage of this ? ’ 
The advantage w^ould be that no one of the things would be deprived of its 
connection with the number. As there is no ground for discriminating 
among the things, if any one thing were deprived of the enimeotioii with the 
number, the sense of the whole would be rejected in reference to that tiling. — 
The conclusion therefore is that the whole group of the things spoken of — 
co'ws and the rest — is connected with the number.” 

SOTEA (43). 

[^idbhanta]— Inasmuch AS THEBE . IS no mention in the injunctive. . 

TEXT, THE CONNECTION SHOULD ‘BE WITH ONE KIND ONLY; AS 
IN THAT CASE THEBE WOULD BE NO INCOMPATIBILITY, 

IN THE SACBIFICE, WITH THE VeDIC TEXT. 

BJidsya, 

It is not right that the number should be made up by all the things 
taken together. Inas?nuch as there is no mention in the injunctive text^ — 
there can be no connection with the making up of the munber by all tfie 
things mentioned; that is to say, there is no such declaration as — ‘ Tlio 
number appertains to the group consisting of the Cow and other tilings ’ ; 
in fact, any group consisting of the Cow and other • things is not even 
mentioned, wliieh could be referred to by the Pronoun tasya in the 
text ; the Cow’ and other things have been spoken of by name ; hence it is 
they that are referred to by the Pronomi and it has been already 
explained that the Co'w and the rest do not form the predominant, 
factor in the sentence ; it is with the ‘ Fee ’ that the number is eoimected 
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lienee the Pipnomi, being a qualification of the number, is to bo taken 
up only as qiialifying that . iiiim and in that case it is only right 
that due significance should be attached to the singular number (in 
' te?ya ^ ) ; thus it is that the particular number has been mentioned and 
referred to by the Pronoun, as qualif 5 fing one of the several kinds of tilings 
mentioned; hence from among the various kinds of things mentioned, it is 
only one that can be taken as qualified by that number, and that one thing 
must be of one kind onlj’. It is in this sense that the Sutm says ‘ Ehdjdtadhikd- 
Tah^ [\tlie connection shoidd he iidth one h 

What would be the advantage Of this interpretation ? 

Til© advantage would be that under this explanation there would be no * 
outrage against the Direct Assertion of ‘ oneness ’ (in the term ‘ tasya ’) ; 
while under the other view,* the tiimiber, connected, through Syntactical 
Comieetion, with the substance, would not be conducive to any activity, 
and, on account of being not conducive to any activity, it could not, through 
the Context, be connected with the sacrifice, in the sense that ‘^112 is the 
Fee of that sacrifice’. 

From all tliis we conclude that it is 112 of the tiling of only on© kind 
that constitutes the Fee in question. 

StJTEA (44). 

The MEANING OF WOBDS AliSO SHOULD BE AS IN COMMON 

FABLANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

Fiu’ther, the matter should be treated in accordance with common 
parlance : In common parlance, whenever a numeral term is used without 
a qualification, the notion that arises is that of a tiling of one kind only.' — 

“ Flow so ? ” — It is so because otherwise no usage would be possible ; unless 
there is one particular kind, the number that enters into the conception of 
all things is the ^ Parmdha ’ (Highest conceivable Ximiber) along with all 
the other numbers; — and the ^ PardrdJia^ is spoken of in terms of the in- 
termediate numbers ; — for those people who connect the number with any 
single thing, the Xumber comes in as pertaining to that one thing ; — in this 
case, that one tiling related to the number has to be pointed out, or the 
thing mentioned in the Context has to be taken (as related to the number), 
or some such other thing should be accepted as happens to serve some 
useful pmqiose. — In the case in question, there are things sjioken of in the 
context that belong to several kinds (species) ; of these only one should be 
connected with the number ; just as when it is said ‘ give a hundred to these 
two what is meant is a hundred of only one kind of tiling, not of several 
kinds of tilings, such as ‘ Substance % ‘ Quality % ‘ Action % ‘ Constituent 
Part and so forth. 


Adhikaeaija ( 12 ); In the text ^ tasya dvddasha shatam 
daksina’ [‘112 of that is the Fee'], the number 
pertains to the animal ‘ Cow \ 

StJTRA (45). 

[SlDDHAUTA (a)] — ^T hBJ NtTMBBB, SHOULD PBBTAIN TO ANIMALS ; BECAUSE 
IT IS THESE THAT AEB, EEOM THEIE OEIGIN, COUNTED 
SEPARATELY. * 

Bkasya. 

It lias been seen that the number pertains to a thing of one kind. — 
Now in regard to the question as to whether the number appertains to one 
of the animals or to one of the grains,— the Purvapahsa (a) would be that 
there can be no restriction (it may be one or the other). — In answer to 
that we have the put forward in the 

The number should pertain to one of the^ammala ;- — ‘'why?” — because, 
it is these that are, from their origin, counted separately. In practice, animals 
are always counted on the basis of their separate existence from their 
very birth; — ^when, for instance, people speak of ‘ a thing purchased with 
jive horses^ or ‘purchased with, flvo cows ^ r — ^there is no such natural counting 
in the case of corns, in whose case the number refers either to nigada (? men- 
tion) or to the measure ; it is never said ‘ purchased with five wa-sa-grains % 
what is said is ‘purchased with hve Adhakas, or Dronas or Kudavas or 
Kharis of Mdsa ’ ; hence so long as the measures {ddhaha and the rest) are 
not mentioned, the sentence (mentioning the number) remains incomplete, 
and wanting in* an essential part, and as such it cannot supply any right 
kimwledge of any thing. 

Question — “ Why cannot the securing of the services of the Priests be 
regarded as being done with the masa-grains counted separately on the 
basis of the grains being separate from their very origin ? ” 

Answer — When it is declared that ‘the Fee consists of 112’, what is 
laid down is the peculiar feature of what is already imown as the price of 
services rendered ; and as a matter of fact, 112 grains of Vrlhi or any other 
corn can never form the wages of the Priests ; there are tliree forms in wliicli 
wages are paid — (1) in the form of services rendered in return, (2) in the 
form of the produce of labour, and (3) in the form of words. (1) ‘ 112 mdsa- 
grains ’ cannot be the wages in the form of services rendered ; when workers 
work at a sacrifice, they receive in retinn at least a ‘ quarter ’ per day ; 
— (2) as for the produce of labour, no one ever recognizes the grains 
to be like the result that accrues from the work done by the priests ; — (3) 
as for words, they only tend to lay down the exact measure of the wages 
that are already there. — ^In a case where even a ‘ quarter ’ per day is not 
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received, it is not a ‘ Dahsind (Fee) at all ; because it does not make the 
man ^ Daksa\ 'alert’ [and ‘dak^iija’, etymologically, is that which makes- 
one ' dahsa ’]. It is possible that a man may work for another tliroughout 
the day either through love or for some other reason, — but never through 
being tempted by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of FnM-com. 

"It is just possible that some one may do a work on being tempted 
by the prospect of receiving 112 grains of Vrlhi-corn ; would that be the 
' Fee * in' his case ? 

No, we reply. A dahsind (Fee) is that winch makes one ' daksa % 
alert ; — and alertness is a form of strength ; — that wliich does hot produce 
satisfaction (on being eaten) cannot be regarded as imparting strength hence 
that which does not produce satisfaction (on being eaten) cannot be regarded 
as ' Daksind ’ (Fee) ; while what is spoken of in the sentence in question 
(laying down the Fee) is the high degree of satisfaction produced (by what is 
laid down as the Fee). 

"Even 112 grains of VrlM-corn do bring* about a certain degree of 
strength.” 

The answer to this is that the term ‘ strength ’ is a relative one ; one 
and the same man may be ‘ strong ’ in relation to one man, and ' devoid 
of strength ’ (weak) in relation to another ; hence in so far as there is no 
satisfaction, there is absence of strength ; — it is by eating that a man gains 
in strength ; and the strength is brought about after the satisfaction produced 
by eating. From all this it follows that that substance alone can be regarded 
as ‘ wages ’ which produces satisfaction, and that alone can be a ' dahsind ’ 
(Fee) ; — ^and the character of ' Fee* being secured thus far, anything more 
than that can come in only on the strength of direct declarations (in the 
Veda). — At one of the ectypal sacrifices — ^the ^tapeya, — even the Soma- 
cup which can impart only a little strength, has been laid down in place of 
the ‘ Fee and this is accepted on the strength of the direct declaration to 
that effect. As regards Animals, they are capable of imparting strength in 
the most important form ; consequently when the animals are there, the 
number in question cannot be connected with the Vnhi and other grains. 


SUTEA (46). 

[Pubvapaksa (6)] — ‘‘Thebe sHotTLB BE no bestbiotion ; because 

THEBE IS NO aBOXTNI) EOB BISOBIMINATION.’* 

Bhdsya, 

"If it is to be 112 animals, then there can be no restriction among, 
the cow and other animals mentioned, — of any one of them, there may be 
112. Things would be much simpler if there were no restriction; it would 
also facilitate the performance of the sacrifice; and the injunction of it 
therefore would have its scope very much widened.** 
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SUTRA (47). 

[SiDDHAijrTA — (6 )],— Ik faot, it should be the Cows ; as they abe 

THE MOST USBEUL. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ va ’ {‘in reality*) implies the I'ejectioii of the view that 
there should be no restriction. 

It should, in fact, be 112 cows* — “ Why?” — Because they are the most 
meful; a matter of fact, cows are very useful; they are of the greatest 
use ; i.e. they serve a most useful purpose ; — hence if cows are given, it will 
- confer a great benefit on the Priests ; and it is essential that benefits should 
be conferred on them ; — the Priests are rendering the greatest help to tlie 
Sacrificer, and it is the custom of all good men to render help to those who 
are rendering help to oneself. So that the custom of good men becomes 
followed if a large number of useful animals are given ; — and cows are very 
< useful ; — Whence it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. — Horses 
would be more useful, — ^if the giving, receiving, and soiling of them had 
not been forbidden ; but there is the Vedic text — ‘ One should not give 
animals with manes, one should not receive animals with two rows of teeth * ; 
— ^there is also the Smrti4&xt — ‘ One should not sell the horse — ^From all 
this it follows that it is 112 cows that should be given. 

SUTRA (48). 

Because of begoonitiok. 

- Bhdsya* 

For the following reason also the number should pertain to Covrs: — 
“ For what reason ? '"--^Became of recognition ; when one sets about making 
up the prescribed number by bringing together the tilings spoken of in the 
sentence, the first that are thought of are the Cows ; and being thus the first to 
be recognised, they become comiected with the number ; and tliere is no incon- 
gruity in tliis; — and when the Cows have become so connected, the Hors(:> 
and the other animals do not become connected with it ; because it is only 
one kind of thing that should be connected (as explained above), and tliat 
has been already connected (in the shape of the Cow’s). — Hence we conclude 
that the number should pertain to the Cows. 

SUTRA (49). 

^AXSO BECAUSE WE FIKD TEXTS INDICATIVE (OF THE SAME CONCLUSION). 

Bhdsya* 

There is an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion : — “ What is 
that indicative text ? ” — is this — ‘ Bahasrayn daJesina, sahasram stotrlyci 
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yavadasya sdhasrasya uttamdJiard gaiirgavi pmtisthUd tdvadasmat loJcddasau 
lokah^ ; — this clearly indicates as to be given. — Similarly there is the 
following text — ‘ Tam vd etdm shaballm samdi'imnanti ide ra-nte havye Jcdmye 
chandre jyotiraditi sarasvati mahi vishruH eta te aghnye ndmdni devebhyo md 
sukrtam krtdt ’ ; here we have the names of the Cow ; — and these two texts 
taken together indicate that— (1) what is spoken of as ‘ the thousand ’ is 
the Fee, and (2) then follow the names of the cow, which shows that it is 
the Coiv that is meant to be the ‘ Fee? spoken of in the first text. 

From this also it is clear that the number pertains to Cows, 



Athttka-r an a (13) : The cows as ‘ Fee ’ should he divided 
among the Priests. 

StJTRA (50). 

The GrviKG should be by appobtiohment, as the gifts abb 

BISTIHOT. 

Bhusya. 

At the Jyotistoma, the Cow and other things are to be given as the Fee ; 
it has been established that the nnmber prescribed as to be given relates 
'to Cows, ^ . , , 

The question that arises now is— Should the Saerificer give the Fee 
to each of the Priests after apportioning the share prescribed for each ? 
Or should the appoftiormient be made by the company (of priests) itself 
[and the Sacrificer should give it as a whole} ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows “ There should be no x’estriction ; 
the Fee may be given either after apportionment, or without apportionment ; 
because all that is enjoined is that ‘ the Fee should he ^given \ and nothing is 
said as to whether it should be given after apportionment or without 
apportionment. Hence there should be no restriction.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Fee should be 
given after apportionment ; it is the very nature of the gifi that one should 
renounce his own ownership over the thing given and should bring about the 
ownership of another person ; — and in the very natiue of things, this should 
be done by the Sacrificer himself, as explained under the Sutra — ‘ Tasmcit 
svayampmyoge sydt ’ (?) — ^When a definite share of the Fee has been assigned 
(by the Text) to a particular priest, it cannot become related to him imtil it 
is definitely apportioned to him ; hence the person who does this apportion- 
ment is the person who does the giving and it is necessary that the giving 
should be done^by the Sacrificer ; hence it follows that it is after making tlie 
apportionment that the Sacrificer assigns the shares. That this should be 
done follows from the fact that the gifts are distinct. Unless there has been 
apportionment, the recipient cannot connect himself with his own share. — 
From all this it follows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 

SUTRA (51). 

Also because thebe is 'hieing V as in the 

OBDINAEY WOBLB. 

Bhmya, 

Then again, the gift is for the purpose of ‘hiring’, and not a mere act 
of Dharma ; and what is meant for ‘ hiring ’ should be a matter of contract 
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between tlie employer and the employee. If, then, this contract were 
entered into with the group of Priests, — and ’ tliis group were to do the 
apportionment, — then the contract would not have been with the employer 
(Master of the sacrifice) ; and hence it would not be a case of ‘ hiring ’ at 
all. Just as in the ordinary world, when something is given to wood-carriers 
and other labourers, it is the woodcarriers that enter into a contract with. 
the employer, and the employer assigns to them the wages after due appor- 
tionment- — ‘ this is for you, — this is for you ’ ; tliis should be understood to be 
the case in the present instance also. — ^From this it follows that the Fee should 
be given after apportionment. 

SUTRA (52). 

The Veda ALSO INDICATES appoetionmestt. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, the Veda also indicates apportionment, inasmuch as there 
is mantra that speaks of Apportionment — * Ttitho vo vishvavedd vihhajatu^ ; 
also there is the text ^ Krmdjinena vitrdsya dalcsindm daddti\ — and again, 
* Agnldhe^yre daddti, agnimukhdyieva pitrrn hrahmane daddil^ prasrte- 

bhyo daddti, prasrtyai hoire daddti nestre daddti Imvvrdhdna dslnehhya adh- 
varyubhyo daddti, udgdlrhliyo daddti, antalisadasi dsmehhyo yathdsliraddham 
prasarpakehliyo daddti all this we find indications of apportionment. 

--Hence it follows that the Fee should be given after apportionment. 



Adhikarana (14) : At the Jyotistoma, the Fee is to be 
apportioned in accordance with the titles of the Priests. 

SCTRA (53). 

fPuEVAPAKSA (A)]— “ It SHOXTLD BE EQUAL ; AS THEBE IS 
NO DECLARATION.” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotisto^na^ the Fee has been laid down as ‘ The 
Cow, the Horse, the Male, etc.’ and it has been established that the Fee is 
to be given after aiDportionment.—The question that arises now is — Is the 
apportionment to be equal ? Or in accordance with the work done ? Or 
in accordance with the word (title) ? 

The Punm'paksa vIb'W is as follow^s— “ The apportionment should be equal, 
because there is no cieekiration^of any discrimination. In a case where no 
discrimination is mentioned, the apportionment must be equal, — How so ? — 
The whole can be given to one man, if notlhng has to be given to any other 
person; therefore no one man should receive so much as to leave nothing 
to be assigned to another ; no special share should be given ; so to each one. 
Hence, inasmuch as no discrimination has been declared, the fee should 
be divided equally.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[PURVAPAKSA (B)] — '' But ok account of the DIFFEREKCE IK THE 
WORK [it should %0T BE EQUAL].’’ 

Bhdsya, 

The plrrase ‘ api vd ’ (‘ but ’) signifies the rejection of the above view. 

The apportionment cannot be equal ; there should be inequality due 
to the work don© by each man ; one who does more work always receives 
higher wages. — Hence there must be inequality based upon the nature of 
the work done.” 

SUTRA (55). 

[SiddhIkta] — Ik the matter of wages, they should be ukeqital : 

THEIR TITLES ARE DIVERSE ; IKASMUCH AS THERE IS ' HIRING ’ 

OF ALL, THE INEQUALITY CANNOT BE BASED UPON 
WORK : 'SPECIALLY AS WE FIND A DISTINCTION . 

MADE, AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Abhyudaya’, 

. Bhdsya, '' ■ 

It is not right that there should be inequality due to work ; it should 
b© due to the help rendered; and the amount of help rendered is known 
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from the titles (of the priests) ; hence the inequality should he due to the titles ; 
so that in the matter of wages ^ they should he unequal ; their titles are diverse ; 
some are called ^ Halfists , Borm ‘ Tertiarists % some ‘ Quart erists ’ ; those 
having half are ^ halfists 'H.aw do they have half 1 — When a half is 
given to them. Siniilaiiy ‘ Tertiarists ’ and * Quarterists It is with these 
titles that these priests are mentioned in the injunctive text laying down 
their Initiation. Inasmuch 'as there is ‘ hiring ’ (of all these priests), the 
said titles would be inexplicable if the difference in the shares were due to 
the work done by them.-— “ Where do you find such a distinction as the one 
described ? find it in the 'Ahhyudaya ’ ; we take tliis term ‘ ahhyudaga ’ 

as standing for the Dvddashdha sacrifice which lias ahhyudaya \ — i.e. 
prosperity — for its result. The said distinction is found in the following 
passage — ‘ The Adhvaryu, having initiated the Master of the House, initiates 
the Brahman ; then the Udgatr, then the Hotr ; then the Pratiprasthdtr ^ 
having initiated the initiates the Halfists — viz.: the Brahmdnd- 

chchhamsin related to the Brahman, the Prastotr related to tlie Udgdfr, the 
Maitravarima related to the Hotr — then the Nesfr, having initiated the 
Pratipmsthdtr, initiates the Tertiarists— ‘Vm, : the Agnldhra related to the 
Brahman, the Pfatihartr xoioAed to the Udgdtr, the Achchhdvdlca related to 
the Hotr I — then the having initiated the Nestr, initiates the 

Quarterists — -viz. : the Potr related to the Brahma^i, the Subrahmanya related 
to the Udgdtr, the Grdvastut related to the Hotr ; — thereupon the Unnetr 
is initiated by some one else, or by a religious student sent by his Teacher h 
.r.- Here we find the priests referred to, in connection with the Dvddashdha 

sacrifice, as ‘ Halfists ‘ Tertiarists’, and ‘ Quarterists ’ ; — and this reference 
to them by these titles would be justifiable only if, at the original sacrifice 
(Archetype), the shares given to these men were actually in accordance with 
these titles.— We conclude therefore that, on account of their being named 
^ Halfists ’ and the rest, the diversity in the Fee received by them should be 
regarded as based upon (ibese titles. 


u 




Abhikaeaij-a (16) : At the ' Ehdha' sacrifice caMed ' Bhii \ 
the text " Tasya dhenuh ’ excludes all iJke iMngs laid 
doimi as constituting the ^ Sacrificial Fee \ . 

StJTRA (56). 

[PtrUVAPAKSA] — ''T hB PHEASB ‘. TASYA DHSNTTH ' SHOULD BE TAKEN 
TO MEAN THE EXCLUSION OE THE COWS ; BECAUSE AT THE 
AeCHETYPE, they ABE ENJOINED SEBABATELY ; ON THE 
CBOUND OF SIMILABITY, THEBE SHOULD BE MOUmCATTON 
OF THAT ALONE ; JUST AS THE ‘ ISTI ’ IS 
MODIFIED BY THE QUALITATIYB TEBM.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the following text — * Athmsa hhurvaishvadevah triDrdem ,sar-’ 
mstasya vishvavatyastoirlyd dMrmr dahsind ’■ — [where the ‘ dMn/u, mileli 
cow, is 'prescribed as the Sacrificial Fee at the Bhu-sacrifce, which has the- 
Jyotistoma for its Archetype]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the ‘ Milch cow 
(laid down here) exclude (from this Bhii-sacrijice) the ‘ cows ’ only — or the 
whole lot of things laid down as the ‘ fee ’ (in connection with the 
Jyotistoma) ? — In this connection, what is to be considered is — At the 
archetype, do the several things mentioned form so many distinct ‘ fees ’ ? 
Or do they form one ‘ fee ’ collectively ? — ^Hence we deal with the Adhiharana 
by combining the two questions — At the archetype do the several things 
form so many distinct ' fees ’ severally, — and hence the ^ milch cow ’ excludes 
the ‘ cows ’ only ? Or do they collectively form a single Fee ’, — and hence 
the ‘ milch cow ’ excludes the whole lot ? 

The Pu/rvapaksa is as follows : — “ When we find the Veda asserting 
‘ Tasya dhmuli ’ [‘ The milch cow is the Fee for it we conclude tliat the 
Milch cow excludes the ‘ cows * ; with this view we think that the things 
laid do\rn as ‘ Fee ’ in connection with the Arehetjqpe are to be taken 
severally. — ‘ MUiat do you mean by their being taken severally ? ’ — It means 
that from among the ‘ cows ’ and other things, each one by itself forms the 
‘ fee ‘ How so ? ’ — In connection with the Archetype the text is ' flauseha 
ashvashcha ashvatarashcha dahsind ’ The Cow and the Horse and the are 
the Fee ’] ; where the mention of the ‘ Cow ’ and the rest shows that the term 
‘Fee’ is wliolly applicable to each of the animals mentioned ; beeatise what are 
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mentioned are the cow and the rest, not their combination. As for the term * cha ’ 
(‘ and ’), it only signifies aggregation, it does not enjoin the aggregation ; — and 
it takes in (signifies) the aggregation only for the purpose of qualifying another 
term ; if the term ‘ cha ’ did the enjoining of aggregation, then such 
aggregation would be connected with the qualities of the action concerned : 
so that, just as we have the expression ‘ Samuchchayah sliobhanali ’ [‘ xAggrega- 
tion is good ’], * Samuchchayo drastavyah ’ [‘ Aggregation . should be re- 
cognised ’], — so would we also have such expressions as ‘ Cha sJiobhanah ' 
® Cha drastavyah * ! And just as the genitive ending is used in connection 
with the aggregating numbers, — in such expressions as ‘ dhavalehadirayok 
samuchchayah ’ [‘ aggregation of the Dhava and Khadira ’), so would there be 
also in such expressions as ‘ Bhavah Khadirasliclia ’ ! — Neither of these 
contingencies however takes place ; hence it follows that the term ‘ cha ’ 
does not lay down aggregation, — ^Tt is only wdien the Yedic text actually lays 
down a certain thing that there can be some reason for connecting it 
& syntactically with the sentence. Further, Syntactical Connection is reason- 
ably possible only with a factor that is laid down by Direct Assertion, and 
not with an aggregate which is only indirectly indicated by the cow and other 
things. — ^For these reasons, the sentence should be construed as ‘ gauh dahsina, 
ashvo dahsina ’ The Cow is the Fee, the Horse is the Fee'), and so forth. 
What actually happens is that , first of all the Cow and other things are in- 
dicated and the character of being the Fee is enjoined (predicated) in regard 
to them ; so that this character being a subordinate factor must vary with 
each of the several principal factors mentioned. In this explanation, the' 
presence of the term ^ cha^ also* becomes justified — ‘The cow is the fee, 
and the. Horse is the Fee, etc., etc. ' — and not in the form * The cow along 
with the Horse is the Fee ’ or ^ the aggregate of the Cow and other things ia. 
the Fee 

“ Now then, if the character of being the Fee belongs to each of the things 
severally, then the Cow comes to have the character of being the Fee ; and then, 
it is for the purpose of qualifying it still further,* that it has been asserted 
that ‘ the milch cow is the Sacrificial Fee ’, meaning that ‘ the cow that is 
to be given as the Fee should be milch ’ ; this leaves unmodified all the other 
things that have been mentioned as the ‘ Fee in whose case, the General 
Law would be obeyed if they were given exactly in the form in which they 
have been mentioned in connection with the Archetype. It is by means 
of a word that the further qualification — ‘ being milch ’ — ^lias been asserted in 
connection with the Cow ; it is the Cow alone that can be ‘ dhenu ' (‘ milch 
cow’). — ,Jusf as the ^Isfi^ is modified by the qualitative term; i.e. in the 
expression ^ Saury am nirvapU^ {‘shoxxld offer to Surya^) what is meant is 
that ‘ connection with Surya ’ should be established ; — the idea meant being 
that this connectioyi is to be of the substance ; what the expression actually 
does is to lay down the connection as to be with the act of offering only ; 
and what the term ‘ offering ’ does is to restrict the procedure of the Istf 
on the basis of the performance as accompanied by the offering. Similarly in 
the case in question also, what the term ‘ dhenu ’ (‘ milch cow ’) as expressing 
a quality of the Cow does is to modify the Fee-character of the Cow onh" ; 
so that no other Fee becomes modified.” 
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SUTRA (57). 

'[Siddhanta]— In beauty, [thebe bhotjlb be exclusion]: of ael ; on 

ACCOUNT OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE SACBIFICE, THE PURFOSE 
OF THE FEE IS ONE ONLY ; THE SUBORDINATE FACTORS 
ALSO SERVE ONLY ONE PURPOSE ; HENCE WHAT IS LAID 
DOWN WOULD SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE AT THE 
EcTYPE ^VHICH the OTHER THINGS SERVE AT 
THE Archetype ; and it is through their 
FUNCTIONS that THERE IS CONNECTION 
BETWEEN THE ACTIONS (AND 
THE PRIESTS). 

BMsya, 

The term ‘m’ ('in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
•forth alcove. 

AYhat we assert is that the ‘ milch cow’ excludes all the things that 
have been mentioned as constituting the ‘ vSacrificial Fee ’ ; and hence we 
hold that all these things constitute the ‘ Fee ’ collectively. 

“ What is the meaning of all the things constituting the Fee collectively ? ” 

The meaning is that the term. ‘ Fee ’ is not to be construed with every 
•one of the things mentioned it does not mean that ‘The Cow" is the Fee % 
‘the Horse is the Fee’, ‘the Mule is the Fee’,-— but that ‘the cow and 
-other things are tlie Fee ’ the name ‘ Fee ’ is not predicated of the ‘ Cow ’ 
-and also of the other things.* — ‘The things known as Gotv, Horse f and so forth 
are to be regarded as Fee’; — because in that case, the term ‘Fee’ would 
have to be in the Plural number, as it would be denoting its relationsliip 
to all the things simultaneously ; and the form of the sentence should 
have been ‘the Oow and the rest are the Fees’ — " gavddayo daksinah^ ; — 
just as ill the expression ^Agmsomau devated I' Agni and Soma are the 
deities ’), or ‘ Prdndpdnau ahMsawuthhavatdm ’ [‘ The Prana and the 
came into existence’]; because the gender and number of adjectives are 
•determined by the gender and number of the substratum in which the 
'qualities expressed by the adjectives subsist. 

What then is the right construction v ’’ 

The right construction is that ‘ the Cow and the rest ’ are predicated 
of the ‘Fee’: ‘What is the Fee? — Cow and the rest’. — The term 
‘ daJcsmd ’ (‘ Fee ’) is derived from the root ‘ claksa to ‘ encourage ’ ; so 
that the Daksind is that which encourages ; this quality (that of being an 
encourager) is one only • — it is this one quality that is meant to be emphasised 
as the principal factor, — and ‘ the Cow and the rest ’ come in as qualifying 
(and hence subordinate to) that one quality the principle is that the 
gender and number of words denoting qualities (i.e. adjectives) are 
determined by the gender and number of the substratum of those qualities ; 
— and not that the gender and number of words denoting substances are 
determined by the gender and number of the qualities subsisting in lho>se 
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substances ; for instance, we have the form ‘ Vishvedevd devatu ’ [‘ The 
ViahvMevas are the deity ’]. — Thus then, in the case in question, the question 
being — %vhat !is the ‘Fee’? — the answer is ^ gamlicha, ashvaskcha, asliva- 
tarashcha" [‘The Cow and the Horse and the Mule ’]. 

Then again, it is the term ‘ Fep -and not ‘Cow’ and the rest — that, 
is connected with the act of giving to the Priests ; — the purpose too of ail 
Fees is one and the same — viz. : . the securing of the services of the 
Priests ; — and it is one© for all that these Priests become amena ble to 
render service ; so that there would bemo need of ‘ securing their services ’ 
over again; — the purpose served hy the Goto and other things aJso is one 
and the same, — that of constituting the Fee. # 

Thus then, inasmuch as all the tilings mentioned constitute the Fee 
collectively, the ‘ Milch Cow ’ should be regarded as laid down in connection 
with the ectypal Bhu~sacrifice, for that same purpose which is served at 
the Ai'chetypal Sacrifice by the prescribed Fee ; so that the Jlilch cow 
serves the same purpose that is served at the Archetype by ‘the cow and 
other things ’ ; — because it is in coimection with the ‘ Sacrifice ’ that we find it 
laid down in the sentence 'Tasya dhmurdaksind \ 'where ' tasya' stands for 
the sacrifice; — so that, when this milch cow becomes connected ■with the 
sacrifice (by being given as the Sacrificial Fee), ail those tilings which have 
been laid dow.ii in connection with the Archet\q)e and wiiieh would therefore 
have come into the sacrifice by virtue of the implications of the General 
Law, become excluded ; and what the Priests become connected with 
(presented with) — hy "virtue of their connection with the Sacrificial acts — 
is that same Milch cow wMch has been directly laid down in connection with 
the Bhu-sacrifice itself. 

Then again, in the . sentence ‘ ashvashcha .... daksind\ 

the particle ‘ cha ’ directly expresses the idea that the coiv is to he taken along 
with the other thmgs, — ^while the fact that the cow (alone by itself) is the 
‘ Fee ’ is expressed by Sjmtactical Connection ; — and direct expression is more 
authoritative than Syntactical Connection ; hence it follows that the con- 
nection of the ‘ Cow ’ with the particle ‘ efti ’ comes fii’st, and it is only 
later on that its connection with the ‘Fe^V comes in; so that what become 
connected with the character of the ‘Fee’ are the Cow and other things 
taken together collectivel 5 ^ — From all this it follows that the ^ Milch cow 
excludes the entire set of the Fee in the shape of the Gow and other things. 

SUTRA (58), 

Inasmuch as the injunctions abe without a substratum, the 

MATTER SHOULD BE DETEBMINEB BY AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that— ‘- Just as the Isti is modified by the 
qualitative term [so should it be in the case in question] ”. — ^Tlie answer 
to that is as follows — In the case of the sacrifices, (a) Agneya, (6) Upam- 
shuydfa and (c) Agnlsoimya and of {d) Saurya, (e) Aryamarm, {/) Frdjd- 
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:paiya and there is no one purpose to be served by the injunctions, 

on wliich the injunction of the Eetsrpe could subsist; and in that case it 
may be said that the Eetype takes in the procedure of any one act. — And 
when the question arises— whose procedure it will take in ?— it is only right 
that the matter should be determined by an indicative text. In the case in 
question however, no reason is given, — ^the purpose served by the Oow and 
other tilings is one only, that of he,mg the, Fee ; — and in regard to this jiurpose 
the Milch cow has been directly laid down; — and hence it may certaiuly 
exolude those that can come in only by virtue of the General Law. 


AdhIkakana ( 16 ) : /w the sentence ^ Yasya somamapa- 
hareyuh, etc.’, the phrase ^ eJcdm gam’ excludes only 
the original number pertaining to the Cow. 

SUTRA (59). 

[ROkvapaksa] — “ The teems ‘ ohe ’ and eive ’ are like the term 

‘milch cow’.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ If they take away one’s Soma, one should give 
om cow as the Sacrificial Fee ; if it is biunt, five cows \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — The ‘one’ and ‘five,’ 
coim that are spoken of here, — do thej^ exclude the entire set of things 
prescribed as the Sacrificial Fee ? Or the cot£?s only ? 

The PuTvapahsa m SB idhowB The terms ^ one"* and ^five‘‘ are Mice 
the term ‘ Milch cow ’ i.e. just as the term ‘ milch cow ’ excludes the 
entire set of tilings, so should the terms ‘one cow’ and ‘five cows’ also 
do ; because the connection of these latter is laid down directly in the text ; 
hence these serve all the purposes that would be serv^ by the ‘ Fee ’ laid down 
in connection with the Archetype ; hence these latter, being admissible only 
tlirough implication, become excluded,” 

This Adhihararm shall be left incomplete at this point [its Siddhdnta 
being postponed .till Sutra 62 ]. In the meantime, we proceed with another 
Adhikarana, 


Adhikarana (17) : At the ‘ Sddyashra ’, the ‘ three-year- 
old calf ’ excludes all the other thitigs that have been 
laid down as the price to be paid for the 
Soma. 

SUTRA (60). 

The ‘ three-year-old Gale ’ also. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Sddyashra we read — ‘ The entire three-year-old 
ml/ is the price paid for the Soma» for those who vie with each other 
The things laid down (in connection with the archetype) as the price to be 
paid for the Soma, — ^whioh are admissible in the Sddyashra also by virtue 
-of the General Law, — are mentioned in the text — ‘He buys it with a 
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slie-donU hnj-s it with qoU, buys it with a bull, buys it with the Horse’s hoof, 
buys it with cloth \ and so forth. 

. Tn regard to thi.s, there arises the question— Does the ‘ three-year-oic! 
calf ’ exclude the Bull only ? Or all those things that have been laid down. 

as the price of iSoma ? . 

The Purvapakm is as follows : — “ It excludes the only.“™Why ? — 
Because it is a male of the bovine species; on the basis of the similarity of 
being a male of the bovine species, one such male has been laid down 
(in place of anotlier similar male).- — * How do you know that the term tn- 
misa (tiiree- year* old calf) lays down a. male member ? ’—That it is so is clear 
from the term ' scinda ‘ with testicles ‘ entire — ^Hence we conclude that 
it excludes the BiillovAyP 

In answer to this, we have the following : — The " tJwee-year-old 
calf" also; — ‘also’ what? — also excludes the enl^ife set of things mentioned as 
the price to he paid for Soma ; because it is directly connected with the act 
of ‘buying’, and iiemce excludes all that comes in only by virtue of the 
General Law' ; iience it must be taken as setting aside the entire set of things 
, mentioned as the price to be paid lot Soma* 

SUTRA (61). 

We find indicative texts also pointing to the same 

CONCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

This same conelusion is pointed to by an indicative text ? — “What is 
that text?” — In connection with another Sadyaskrat, it is said — ^ Strl 
gaiih somakrayanl vyCwrttd hyesdm Bpardhd" [‘The price to be paid for the 
Soma is a female member of the bovine species, because their rivalry has 
ceased’]; when all the other things mentioned as the price of Soma have 
been excluded, — and the Cow alone is left as fulfilling the purpose of the 
Buying of Soma, — with what could this latter vie? [Hence it is in this 
sense that the ‘Rivalry’ is spoken of as having ‘ceased’]. Otherwise, if all 
the others had not been excluded by the Cow, the rivalry of the whole group 
would be there ; and when the rivalry would be still there, it would not be 
right to say that ‘ their rivalry has ceased — From this it follows that the 
Cow does exclude all the rest.— The ‘ three-year-old- calf ’ also is laid dowu 
in the same manner as ‘the female member of the bovine species’ (Cow) ; 
hence this calf also should be taken as excluding all the other things. 

Or, the indication of the text quoted may be explained in the following 
rnaimer : — If the ‘ three-year-old Cali ’ excludes all other tilings, then alone 
could ‘ the female member of the bovine species ’ be left alone at the other 
Sadyaskra, because it will have set aside the said Calf ; and then alone 
could it be right to say that ‘ the rivalry has ceased Otherwise, if the 
said Calf had excluded the Bull only, then by excluding that Calf alone 
the ‘ female member of the bovine species ’ would only become one of the 
group of things mentioned as the price of Soma, and hence the ‘ rivalry ’ 



ADHYjYA X, PADA UI, ABHIKAEAKA ( 17 ), 


1785 


would still be there ; and in that case it would not be right to say that ‘ the 
rivalry has ceased’. 

From all this it foIIow's that the ‘ tlwee-year-old calf ’ must be taken as 
excluding the entire set of things (laid down as the price to be paid for 
the ^S'omu). 


The above explanation of Sutras 60 and 61 as embodying Adhikarana 
(17) brings in a separate topic right in. the middle of AdMlcamna (16) [which 
is not quite right] ; hence we are explaining the two Sutras 60 and 61 in a 
different manner (as forming part of the PurvapaJcsa of Adhilcar an a 16 itself) : — 
“For the following reasons also, the term ‘one’ and ‘five’ should exclude 
the entire set of things mentioned as the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ — {a) The ‘ three- 
year-old-Colf ’ also (Su. 60) and (5) we find indicative texts also pointing to 
the same conchtsion (Su. 61) ; that is to say, (a) the ‘ three-year-old-calf % 
being mentioned in the same manner as the ‘ one cow ’ and the ‘ five cows % 
should b© taken as excluding all the other things, and (6) it is only thus that 
the assertion that ‘ the rivalry has ceased ’ would be justifiable ”, ♦ 


\ln answer to the Furvapahsa thus set forth in Sutras 59, 60, and 6I» 
- we have the following Siddhunial — 

StJTEA (62). 

[SrDBHANTA of AdMkarai^a 16] — keabity, oxly ote set (becomes 
exclttbed), because the humbeb is cohxecteb with cows 

ALONE, BY VIETUE OF THE PARTICULAE GENBEB. 

Bhdsya. 

^ Tills is the answer to the ^ew (Purvapaksa stated in Su. 59) that was 
left unanswered. 

It has been asserted that the ‘ on© ’ and the ‘ five ’ exclude the entire 
set of things mentioned as the ‘ Fee — But that is not right ; because it is 
only one set of things that becomes excluded, — i.e. the only one set of ‘ cows % — 
the ‘ Hors© ’ and the rest are not excluded. As a matter of fact, the specific 
assertion that ‘ on© should be given, five should be given ’ pertains to cows . — 
Why so ? — Because the connecfion is with the number as qualified by the cow ; 
the sentence ‘ gives one, gives five ’ is not to be construed as — ‘ gives one 
/ee, gives five fees \ but as ‘ gives one cow, (five cows) ’ ; because the con- 
nection between the cow and the number is the principal factor and hence 
more worthy of acceptance. ^ 

Further, the connection of the number with the term ‘ cow ’ is directly 
perceptible, while that with the term ‘Fee’ is remote and indirect, by reason 
of the intervention of the word ‘ cow ’ ; so that the term ‘ cow ’ becomes taken 
24 
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in its primary sense; in tlie other case, recourse. would have to be had to 
indirect indication, — the word ' Cow’ being taken as standing for 'one cow, 
and also Horse, etc. ’ Thus then, by reason of the particular gender (the 
Feminine in ‘ ehdm ’) the number applies to the cows only; so that all the 
rest, Horse, etc., being not excluded, these are to be given as at the Archetype, 
whereby the General Law becomes honoured, — and the terms ' one ’ and 
' dve ’ exclude the cows only from among the things laid down as ' Fee ’ in 
connection with the Archetype. [That is, the text in question specifying the 
number of cows as one and fwey sets aside that number which relates to the 
cows in connection with the archetype ; so that at the Sddyashrat only one 
or five cows are to be given, not the same number of them as are given at 
the Archetype], 


Adhikaeana ( 18 ) : At the ‘ Ashvamedha ’ the ‘ Two Lamp- 
posts^ exclude the AdJtvaryus share of the 
regular Fee. 

SOTRA (63). 

[POrvapaksa] — ^SS o ALSO THE / TWO Lamp-posts this be hrgeb 
[then the answer is as in Sutra 64]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Askvamedhaf we read — Gives two golden Lamp- 
posts to the Adhvaryu'^* 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Do the ‘ two Lamp -posts’ 
exclude the entire set of things laid down as the Sacrifieial Fee ? Or of the 
AdhvarTO’s share only ? 

“ Why should this question arise ? ” 

If the term ‘ two lamp -posts ’ is construed with the root ‘to give’, 
then it excludes the whole set of things laid .down as the Sacrificial Fee ; — 
wliiie if it is construed with the tAdhvaryu\ then it excludes only the 
Adhvaryu^s portion. 

The PurvapaJcsa is follows; — “It excludes the whole set; hence we 

interpret the sentence by construing the term ‘ two lamp -posts ’ with the 
verb ‘to give’. — ‘Why?’ — By connecting the verb ‘to give’ thus, it is 
Direct Assertion that is honoured ; while by connecting the lamp -posts with 
the ‘ Adhvaryu \ it is the Syntactical Connection that is honoured. — Then 
again, by its inherent force, the accusative ending in the word ‘ prdhdshau ’ 
(‘ lamp -posts ’) becomes comiected with the verb, not with the noun; for 
this reason also it is connected, in the sentence, with the verb ‘ to give 
If it were connected w^ith the Adhvcsryu^ the term ‘ Adhvaryu ’ would have 
taken tiie Genitive Ending. For this reason the ‘ lamp -posts ’ are construed 
with the verb ‘ to give The two ‘ lamp -posts ’ are enjoined (predicated) 
as qualifying the verb ‘to give so that the act of giving cannot be 
qualified b .7 the Adhvaryu ; for if it did, there would be a syntactical split. — > 
Further,' if, even in the presence of a qualification, the act of giving were regard- 
ed as unqualified and construed, as such, with another word, then, in actual 
action, it would come in that same unqualified form. In fact, a qualifying 
w^ord, even though used, does not qualify its object, if it is incapable of 
doing so. Hence the term ‘ Adhvaryu ’ here stands for the person who sets 
up the sacrifice (‘ adhvaram yunakti ’). — From all this it follows that the ‘ two 
lamp-posts ’ exclude the entire set of things mentioned as ‘ Sacrificial Fee 
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StJTBA (64). 

[SlDBHlHTA]—!^ BEAL1TY,...IKASMX7CH AS , IT SBBVES ' THE,' TUEPOSE OF,.:; • 

A PABT OF THE FeE,-~AHB' AS AT THE AeOHETYPB, 'THEY APPEAE 
IN SEPAEATE , POEMS,— THE 'mOBIPICATIOH OP THE ' ■ 
accesSoby shotjlb be only to that 

EXTEHT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ' api tu^ C in reality *) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the two Lamp -posts serve the purpose that is served 
by only a part of the Fee*, not that served by the entire Fee ; the shares 
too of the Adhvaryu and others (at the Archetype) are separate — it being 
known that ‘ this is the portion of the these the portions of others 

— ^For this mmon the modifimtion of the accessory should he only to that 
extent, — “ What is the meaning of ^ gimMantdvihdm t — ^Gurtedania^ means 
the " idantd\ extent, of the V^wwa *, accessory idanta^ is the character of 
being ‘ klam *, \tMs^ gunedantavikdra ’ thus is the ^ vikdra *, modijica- 
tion, of the ^ gurtedantd ^ , extent of the hcceasory. This means that the two 
Lamp-posts exchide iho Adhvaryks share of the Fee. — “How so?** — 

^ Hiranmayau prdMs^aw’ (‘two golden lamp-posts *) is one sentence; here 
we have not got the Nominative ending, nor is there any connection with 
the term ‘ Fee *, by reason of wMch the lamp -posts conld serve the purposes 
of the ‘Fee*. — “What then is it?” — It is the Accusative ending and is 
connected with the verb ‘to give*; — whence there is the one sentence in 
th^ form — ‘ Birarymayau prdkdshau adhvaryave daddti * [‘ Gives two golden 
Lamp-posts to the ’] ; so that the two Lamp-posts are connected 

with the act of giving, in vAneh. the Adhvaryii is the recipient, and hence 
what they exclude is the Adhvaryu’s share in the gift. — Or, we may take the 
sentence as laying down a new aci of giving as qualified by ail the 
qualifications; and as it serves a visible purpose (of securing the Priest’s 
services), it would set aside the other means of securing the S6rvic^s of the 
Adhvaryu, 

It has been argued that— “ What is enjoined is the connection of the 
two Lamp-posts with the act of giving by accepting this construction we 
honour the Direct Assertion ’’.—But this Direct Assertion is not independent 
of Syntactical Connection ; so that it would not be possible when there is 
no immediate sequence between the verb ‘to give’ (and the ‘two lamp- 
posts *). 

As for the argument that — “ Every case-ending is capable of being 
connected with the verb'”,— our answer is that this capability is set aside by 
what we actually see. The immediate sequence also that we find is between 
the ‘ two lamp -posts ’ and the Adhvaryu, 

As for the argument that “if the connection were as suggested, the 
genitive ending would be there ”, — it is true that the genitive ending would 
be there ; but it is not that in the absence of the genitive ending, there is 
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no connection with the Adhva^u \ because such connection is actually 
recognised through Syntactical Oonnectian. 

Says the Opponent — The Dative Ending timt is present in the sentence 
would set aside the Syntactical Connection ’ ■ » 

That which is not itself enjoined (or predicated) cannot set aside 
anything. , 

“ How then is it that the Dative ending is there even when the Recipient 
is not meant to be enjoined ? ” 

It occurs only by way of reference to what is indicated by the force 
of circumstances. Hence what has been urged does not affect our position* 
— Or, we may take the answer to be what has been explained above, to the 
effect that what is enjoined is the act of giving qualified by all the qualifica- 
tions (mentioned ill the sentence), „ 

Thus then, if the other items of the Fee are not excluded, the General 
Law becomes obeyed ; hence we conclude that it is onlj’' the Adhvaryu^s 
share that is excluded, by the ‘ two lamp -posts 



Adhikaeana ( 19 ):, At the 'TJpahmya' 'samifice,;ylMe 
^ Horse ’ excludes all the reat of the things men^^ 
as the ^ Fee \ 

■ ' SUTRA (65). ■ 

The case of the ‘Horse ’ gwen as Fee is like the ‘ milch cow,’ ; 

AKD THE PHRASE ‘ SA BRAHMAKAH ’ (‘ IT IS TO BE GIVEN TO THE 

Brahman Priest’) implibs the exclusion of the 

OTHER PRIESTS, AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ GoLD 

Bhdsya. 


There is the Upahavya sacrifice laid down in the following passage — 

' L'^:>a/iay^o aniruhtah, tenabhishasyanidnam ydjayet .... ashvah shmto 
dalcsind ; upaJiavyo niniMah . . . aslivaJi shydvo riikmalaldio daksinci ’ 
[wherein ‘ the bay horse mth a golden forehead ’ is laid down as the Sacrificial 
Fee]; in connection with this we read — ^ SahycmirifMah sa bralmiane cieyahd ■ 
[where the said Fee is laid down as to be given to the Brahman Priest]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question- — Does the Horse here laid 
down exch^e only the Brahman’s share (in the Pee laid down in eonnection 
with thf Archetype, as consisting of Hho cow, the horse, etc.’) ? or the 
whol^et of things laid down as the Sacrificial Fee ? 

he Purmpahsa is as follows : — “ It excludes the Brahman’s share (in 
Sie original sacrifice).-~Why ? — (a) Because it is connected with the per- 
former; (b) because it serves the purpose that is served by a part of the 
'M^ginal Fee, and (c) because at the Archetype it appears separately, — 
there shall be modification of the accessory to that extent (as 
^ ^ ed under Sutra 64),— -as in the case of the ‘Garland’ ; i.e. just as 
what t ey c Gives the garland to the Udgdtr\\he garland excludes 

sentence XJdgdtfs share (in the original Fee), and not the entire set of things 
qua nc — g.^ should be in the case in question.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhunfa: — The Horse given 
^ as Fee is like the milch cow; i.e. it should exclude the entire set of things 
laid down as the ‘ Fee — “Why?” — Because the connection is with tlie 


conni 


term ‘Fee’, in the sentence ‘ The bay horse with the golden foreliead is 
the Fee’ ; the sense is that by means of the Horse here directly laid donn 
(in connection with the Upahavya), the ‘ securing of ser\dees ' sliould 
be done; and such being the case, all the Fee that would come in ])>' implica- 
tion through the General Law should naturally be set aside. 

Ohjection^^^ But we find .the Horse spoken as related to the ])erform(‘r 
— in the sentence that lays down that ‘ it should be given to the Brahman 

A?t5'U?er-— The first sentence (where the Bay Horse has been laid down as 
the Fee) serves to exclude ail those tilings which would come in as the Fee, 
in accordance with the General Law,— and the second sentence (where tlie 
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Horse is nieiitionecl as to be given, to the Brahman) serves to exclude the 
other priests ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ Of the gold, ail is given to 

the Brahman \ 

From all this it follows that the Horse excludes the emtire set of things. 

SUTRA (66). 

'' But IX' reality, oxly oxe thixu should be excluded, because m 

THE COXNECTIOX OF THE PERFORMER, BY VIRTUE OF THE 
PARTICULAR GEXDER, — LIKE THE GARLAXD,’’ 

Blidsya, 

It has been argued (in this Sutra) tliat — “ only one thing is excluded, 
because of the connection of the performer, by virtue of the gender, — ^like 
the garland — And tliis has to be refuted — [We are doing that in the next 
Sutra^. 

SUTRA (67). 

Ix REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE MODIFICATIOX, AS IX THE CASE OF THE 
GOLD, BECAUSE OF THE REFEREXCE BEIXG TO THAT. 

Bhdsyci, 

The plirase ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the above view (expressed 
in Sii. 66). 

Because of the reference being to that, — i.e. because the reference is to 
the Fee , — ^what the sentence has done is that by means of the term ‘ Pee ’ 
it has brought about the relationsliip of the Horse to the sacrifice; hence 
the Horse should be regarded as being the modification of the entire set of 
things. — Hence it has to be treated like ' gold not like ‘ garland 




Adhikabana (20) : At the ‘ Etapeya ’ sacrifice, the '''Soma- 
ciqy ’ excludes the entire set of Sacrificial 
Fees. 

SUTRA (68). 

[PCEVAPAKSA] — “ So ALSO THE SOMA-CHP.” 

Bhdsya. 

la connection with the Btapeya sacrifice, we read — * ‘ A Som^a-cup 
made of Udumbara wood is the Fee; it should be given to the Brahman- 
priest who is dear and belongs to one’s own gotra \ 

. In regard to this, there arises the question — DoOvS the Som,a~cup exclude 
only the Brahman’s share in the regular Fee (prescribed in connection with 
the Archetype) ? Or does it exclude the entire Sacrificial Fee ? 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows: — So also should he the Sonm-cup ; 
just as the ‘ garland ’ prescribed for the Udgdtr excludes only his share in 
the regular Fee, — because of the connection of both wdth the Udgdtf -priest,— 
so also in the ease in question, on account of the connection of both with 
the Brahman -priest, the Soma-cup should set aside only the Brahman’s 
share in the regular Fee.” 

SUTRA (69). 

[Sidbhanta] — Ik fact, there shotted be a modificatiok of the 

WHOLE LOT ; BEOAXTSE FOR PXTRFOSES OF THE SACRFFICB, AKIMALS 
HAVE BEEN FORBIDDEK. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ m ’ {‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The Soma-cup sets aside, not only the Brahman’s share, but the whole 
of the regular Sacrificial Fee. — ^How do you Imow that ? — Because the text 
in question is in reference to the prohibition of animals ^ the passage runs 
thus — ‘ Soma is right, animals are wrong ; if one gives animals, one does 
wi’ong ; the Soma-cup made of Udumhara-tvood is the Fee ’ ; here we find 
that the Soma-cup has been enjoined after having rejected the giving of 
animals ; the sense of the passage being " One who gives animals incurs tills 
sin, hence animals should not he given ’ ; instead of saying tliis in so many 
words, the text says that ‘ the Soma-cup should be the Fee wliich means 
the same thing ; as the implication is that if the Soma-Cup is given, animals 
are not given ; thus the Soma-cup comes to set aside the whole of the regular 
Fee ; if it were to set aside only the Brahman's, share, it would mean that 
animals would be given to the other priests [and this would go against the 
prohibition just referred to]. Hence, we conclude that it sets aside the 
whole of the regular Fee, 
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SUTRA (70). 

IThe following objection may be tirged] — “ It would be the same ik 

EEGABD TO THE GIFT TO THE BrAHMAX/' 

Bhdsya. 

It might be argued as follows — “ If your view is that ' by reason of the, 
prohibition of aiiiinals, the Soma-cup should set aside the w'hole of the regular 
Fee \ — then, the same %vould be applicable to the case of the gift to Brahman ; 
the assertion that ‘ the Soma-cup should be given to the Brahman ’ may 
refer to the animals that are given to the same Brahman (out of the regular 
Fee). Hence it does not necessarily follow that the reference to the pro- 
hibition of animals can be explained only on the basis of tlic exclusion of 
the whole of the I'egular Fee (payable to all the priests) ; because it can also 
be explained as referring to what is given to the Brahman only.” 


SUTRA (71). 

lAnsimr] — As the gift is for the purposes of the sacrifice, a pro- 
hibited ACT WOULD BE DONE ; AND IN THAT CASE THE PURPOSE 

OF THE Fees would be an indirect secondary one. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Soma-cup should exclude only the Brahman^s 
share ; in fact, it should set aside the whole set of the regular Fee. The 
gift) of the Soma-cup is subservient to the purposes of the sacrifice ; as it is 
connected with the term ‘ Sacrificial Fee in the text ‘ the So^na-cup is 
the Sacrificial Fee\ At the Archetype, the various tilings, Cow and the 
rest, do not constitute the Fee severally ; in fact, it has been already explained 
(under Su. 57) that the term ‘ Fee ’ is applied to the whole lot of the things, 
Cow and the rest, taken together. Thus then, the animals having been 
forbidden by the gift of the Soma-cup, if it were regarded as equally applicable 
to the Brahman’s gift also, and animals were given to the other priests, 
then something would be done which is prohibited ; — what forms the share 
of the Braliman alone is not the * Fee % it is only part of the Fee ; and if 
the term ‘ Fee ’ could be applied to what is only a part of the Fee, such 
application would be only indirect (figmative) ; — but so long as the direct 
meaning of a term is applicable, the indirect one cannot be admitted. The 
purpose of giving the Soma-cup is the exclusion of the regular ‘ Fee ’ ; — 
and the purpose served by the ' Fee ’ is the securing of the services of all 
the priests, not merely the gift to Brahman. — ^From all this it follows that the 
Soma-cup sets aside the entire set of the regular Fee. • 
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SUTRAS (72-73). 

If it is the Beahmah's share alone that is BNCLHDED, then:., the. 

MODIFICATION -WOULD APPERTAIN TO THAT EXCLUSION ALONE : 

BUT IN REALITY, THE WHOLE LOT IS EXCLUDED, AND THERE 
IS ONLY THE EXCLUSION OF THE OTHER MEN ; ALL THE 

Fees beino subser^hent to the sacrifice. 

Bhdsya, 

These two Sutras explain the purpose of the Adhiharmia, 

If the Soma-cup excludes the Brahman’s share only, then the regular 
Fee would be the smaller to that extent ; and by reason of tliis modification, 
the other portions of the Fee would be given to the other priests ; — this 
would be so if tlie Purvapaksa view were correct. On the other hand, if 
the SkldMnfa view were correct, then the whole lot of the regular Fee would 
become excluded ; thaf being excluded, it is the exclusion of the other 
priests (from receiving the Soma- cup at the J$tapeya) that is done by the 
sentence ‘ it should be given to the Brahman The Fees are always sub- 
servient to the sacrifice the sacrifice is accomplished by the securing 
of the services of all the Priests, not by securing those of the Brahman alone. 
It is by the giving of the Sofna-cup that the services of all the priests are 
secured ; so that nothing else need be given. — This is the purpose served 
by this Adhilcamria. 


Or these two Sutras may be explained otherwise, as embodying a distinct 
Adhiharana, as follows 

Ad H iK ARANA (21) : The Soma-cup excludes the entire 
regular Fee as also the other Priests. 

[By another interpretation of Siitras 72-73.] 

SUTRA (72). 

[Purvapaksa] — “ If the Brahman’s share alone is excluded, then 

THE MODIFICATION WOULD BE LESSENED TO THAT EXTENT.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the we read — ‘The Soma -cup niiide of 

Udiimbara-wood is the Fee, it should be given to the Brahman priest who 
is dear and belongs to one’s own Gotra \ 

In regard to this, there arisen 'the question — Should the Regiilar Fe€‘. 
be given reduced by the Brahman’s share ? Or should the Soma-cup alone 
be*given ? • 
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Objection — “ It has already been explained that the construction is 
that the Soma-cup is the Fee f and, hence .there can be no room for the 
question] . * 

Answer — ^We are raising the question on the supposition that the con- 
struction is that the Soma-cup is for the Brahman, 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — If 'that is so, and the construction 
adopted coniieet>s the Soma-cup wiilx the Brahman^ then the Brahman’s 
share of the regular Fee is to be- excluded, and' all the rest is to be given ; 
the modification of it being only to the extent that the Brahman’s share 
would be excluded, from it.’’ , -- , , 

SUTRA (73). ■ 

[SlBBHilSrTA] — T he whole should, be. exolubeb ; as the sexteece^ 
EXCLUDES THE OTHEB MEXy AND' THE'-.FeES ARE SUBSEEYIEXT 

TO THE SAGBmCE. 

Shdsya, 

The whole lot of the regular Fee should be excluded. — “ Wlw ? ” — 
Because it is quite clear that the *S'oma-mp is to be construed vith the Fee ; 
so -that the e,ntiro set .of the regular ’Fee having been excluded by this con-, 
struction, ail that is done^ (by' the mention of the Brahman) is that the other 
priests -are excluded. ■ , Specially because the Fees are subservient to the 
sacrifice; so that, when the /S'oma-ct^p becomes the ‘Sacrificial Fee’ (and 
the needs of the sacrifice are served thereby), it excludes all the rest of the 
things that have been mentioned as forming the * Sacrificial Fee 



ADHiKAiiAisrA ( 22 ) : At the ^ Vdjapeya \ the mention of 
the ' Chariot ’ is meant to restrict that gift to one 
particular Priest 

SUTRA (74). 

. '[Fi 7EVAPASSA] — ''As EEGAEDS THE ChAEIOT CGNSEGEATEB WITH THE 
YaJUS VBESE, it verily COHSTITTJTES a MOBmOATIOH OF THE 
EEOD-LAR FEE PAYABLE TO THE AbHVAEYIT.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice ; in conneetiou with which it is declared 
‘ The chariot consecrated with the Yajus-verae one gives to the Adhvaryn \ 
[In place of the cow and other things prescribed as the * Fee ’ at the Jyotistoyna ^ 
there are laid down, in connection with the Vdjap^ya^ other seventeen articles, 
siich as the Chariot, the Cart and so forth ; among these there is one chariot which 
is consecrated with the Yajus-mantra, ‘ Indrasyd, etc. ’ ; this is the chariot which 
is called ‘ Yajuryuhta-ratha \ or, briefly * Yajurathar] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this chariot exclude 
the Adhvaryu^s share iia the Regular Fee ? Or, is the Adhvaryu^s share 
restricted to this chariot ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows : — ""As regards the chariot consecrated with 
the Yajus-verse, it is verily a modification of the Fee payable to the Adhvaryu, 
The particle * tu ’ implies absence of all doubt ; the sense being that ‘ there 
can be no doubt on the point ’ ; what is clearly meant by the text is that 
' To the Adhvaryu one gives the chariot consecrated with Yajus^ nothing else ® ; 
so that the chariot sets aside the Adhvaryu^ s share and thereby having its 
purpose fulfilled, it cannot exclude the other articles of the Fee whose 
admission at the Vdjapeya is indicated by the General Law. The sentence 
is not to be construed as ‘ The chariot consecrated ivith Yajus one gives at 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice in which case the chariot would be connected with 
the sacrifice. — ^^Vhy so ? — Because the Vdjapeya is the sacrifice with which 
the Context deals, while the Adhvaryu is mentioned in the sentence ; and 
Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than OontexL — From all tiiis 
we conclude that the Chariot excludes the Adhvaryu^ s share in the regular 
Fee.*’ 

SUTRA (75). 

[SidbhInta] — In eeality, on the basis of the bieect beclaeation, 

IT IS HIS SHARE OF THE FeES THAT IS RESTEICTED. 



The phrase " api w’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection- of the above 
■view. . 
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As a matter of fact, all the chariots have been directly spoken of in the 
general statement — ‘One gives seven seventeens ^ ; — these . ^ seven seventeem ' 
are— -*(I) Seventeen chariots, (2) Seventeen coins, (3) Seventeen slave-girls. 
(4) Seventeen pairs of bullocks, (5) Seventeen hundred cows, (6) Seventeen 
lands of fodder and (7) Seventeen Vayasts (?) — Here ‘ seventeen chariots ' 
have been mentioned without any specification, and they are to be dis- 
tributed among all the priests ; it is not known which chariot should go to 
whom ;-— the Yajumtha in question which might possibly fall to the share 
of the: Adhvaryu, is restricted as such — ‘the chariot consecrated with the 
YajuSr gives to the Adhvaryu, no other is to be given to him, — and the 
said chariot is not to be given to any one else k The presence of the qualify- 
ing term ‘ consecrated with Yaju§ ^ is for the purpose of enjoining the chariot 
as to b© given in one alternative scheme, and hence it cannot serve the other 
purpose of excluding the AdhvaryiYs share in the Regular Fee ; and the 
non-exclusion of this makes the General Law duly honoured. — Hence tlie 
conclusion is that the chariot is restricted as the Adhvaryu^s share ; and his- 
share in the regular Fee is not excluded. 


E7td of Pdda in of Adliydya X, 



ADHYAYA X. 

PADA IV.' . . 

Abi-iikakaha (1) : At the ' Agni-chayana ' and other similar 
rites f there is comhination of the ^ Ndrista-homa ’ 
and the ^ Naksatresti\ 

SUTBA (1). 

INASMUCH AS SIGNS OF THE AeCHETYPE ARE NOT PRESENT, THE ACT 

IN QUESTION SHOULD BE AN ADDITIONAL EMBELLISHMENT AT 

THE EcTYPE. 

Bhdsya, 

.(A) There is the Agni-cha^ana Rite, laid down in the text ‘*One \Tho 
knowing thus sets up the Fire-alta.r ’ ; in connection with that Rite, comes 
the NaJcsatresti sacrifice, (at wMch there are Upahomas) described as follows 
— ‘ Agmye hrttihdhhyah puro4ashanm8tdlcapalam nirvapU, so ^nujuhoti, agna- 
ye svdhd — KrttihahJiyah svahd — Amhdyai svdhd — Niyataye svdhd — Amrapattyai 
s valid — Nirvargapattyai svdhd— Nipurmkdyai svdhd ’ ;■ — at the Primary sacri- 
fice which is the Archetype of the Agnichaymm^ there ave Ndrista-homas offered, 
as laid down in the text—''Ndristaho7ndn juhoti\—ln regard to tliis, there 
arises the question — [At the Agni-chuy ana} are the Ndristd-homas exchxded 
(by the NaJcsatresti) ? Or, are they not excluded, and there is a combina- 
tion of both ? 

(B) Similarly in connection with the Shyena,, we read — ‘ Red-turbaned 
]3riests wnth red clothes worn in the NivUa-mode carry on ’ ; — in connection 
witli the Archetype ,(of the Sliyena) we read— ‘ The Nknta is the mode for 
men, the PrdchmdvUa is for Pitrs, and the UpavUa is for deities ; when one 
wears the cloth in the Upavita-mode one bears the mark of Deities ’ ; — and 
the Upavlta-mode recomhaended, in tins latter text is indicated by the 
Oenerai Law as applicable to the Shyma.—Tliem arises the question — Is the 
Upainta-mpde excluded {by the Nivita laid down in the former text) ? Or 
is it not excluded, and. there is combination of both ? 

(C) Similarly again, in conneetion mth the Prstliya ^ac}aha, we read — 
' He should make him eat homy or Clarified Butter ’ ; — in. connection with the 
Archetype, however, it has been laid down that — ‘The Brdlmiapa should 
live upon millc, the K^attriyaupon harUy -gruel and the V dishy a upon whey ’ ; 
— ail this latter is indicated by the General Law as applicable to the Prsthya- 
Sadalia . — There arises the question — Is all this laid down in the latter 
text set aside (by the Honey and Clarified Butter laid dowm in the former 
text) ? Or is it not set aside, and there is combination of both ? 
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On these questions, we have the following — “There should 

he exclusion of what is indicated by the General Law; i.e. the Upahoma 
and other details wdaich are themselves directly laid down by the texts 
should set aside those that come in only by the implications of the Genera,!, 
Law. Further, all the details (directly laid down) bear the mark of being 
themselves ‘Archetypes’, — such marks, for instance, as are indicated by the 
iniuiictive terms (A) \juhoti\ (B) ^nivitah pracharantl^ and (0) ^ dsJiayet\ 
Just as, in accordance with the injunction ‘The Reed is tlie grass used’, 
sets aside the Ktisha [so should it be in the cases in question].” 

In answer to the above, we have the following SicMhcinta There is to 
be no , exclusion, there should be combination.— Why so ^'—Because, the 
•signs of the Archetype are not present tho VpaJionia and the rest have 

no connection with any such effect as marks the Archetype. This con- 
nection is indicated in the following ways^ — (a) by direct declaration,— e.g, 

‘ The Charu is of Nlvcira corn ’ ; — -Or (b) by enjoining a thing in the 

absence of something else,— e.g. f Juhum vd .... na bahu vadU 

madhvdshayU ghrtam vd^ (<3) Or modification, — e.g. ^ Nairrtashcharur- 
nakhdmputdndm'^ [‘' Charu of rice unlitisked, by nails is fit for the Nirrtis ’j ; 
— {d) Or by words directly expressive of the tiring itself, — e.g. ‘Should tie 
t. ‘ animal to Ccio Par idhi’^ i — (e) Or by prohibition, — e.g. ‘One should not 
sa. nru gird, if one says gird gird, the Udgdtr will swallow him, therefore 
ont- ould sing it by changing it into ird ird ’ ; — (/) Or by means of some- 
thing else whereby one may feel that the purpose served by the Archetypal 
detail would be served. — ^Not one of these signs is present in the cases in 
question. But that does not lead to the exclusion of the details in question 
— on the ground that they come in only through the General Law wliile the 
others are enjoined directly ; because there is exclusion only when there are 
signs of -the Archetype present, not otherwise. 

Says the Opponent — “It has just been pointed out that signs of the 
Archet;^qre are actually present, in the form of the terms — (a) ^Juhoti\ 
(6) ^ NivUdh pracharanti^ and (c) " Ashayet\^" 

The answer to this is as follows : — -(A) The Homas enjoined in the texts 
are other than the Homas of the Archetype ; and as the Homa is always for 
the purpose of a transcendental result, how could it be^lmown that this other 
Homa serves the same purpose as the Archetypal Homal — (B) Similarly 
the UpavUa-mode serves a transcendental purpose ; how then could it be known 
that the NivUa serves the same pui'pose ?— (C) Similarly, the taking of food 
is for the purpose of sustaining life,— and it' is known Yhat tliis purpose is 
served by the eating of Honey and Clarified Butter. — ^Thus it is found that 
the signs of the Archetype are; present. 

The following argument may be brought forward — “ The Upahomas 
are not distinct from the Archetypal Homas ; all that the text in question 
does is to lay, down new Mantras for use at the same Archet^q^al Homas.^" 
Tliis however is not true ; as there is no injtuictive word in the text. 
The text contains the words ^ So* nujuhoti^ (‘he offers the later oblations’), 
and after the sentence has been completed, there follows the declaration of 
a Mantra, and there is no such expression as that ‘ one should offer 
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the oblations u-tih ihts Mantra ^ ; m fact, the sentences are , distinct t 
^ So' rinjiiJiotP is a distinct -sentence enjoining the V-pahomas, and then come 
the totally different sentences—' Agnaye svdhd^ Krttihabhyah svdha etc, % 
vidiieh are 21antra-te:cts; hence it is clear that the re-mention of the Homa >9 
is not for tlie pinpose of enjoining the new Mantras to be used at them. 
For the enjoining of the Bgmd, there would be Direct Assertion (in the 
sentence ^ So'nnjidwti^), and for the enjoining of the Mantra, there would 
be only Syntactical Connection \ — for this reason also the passage in question 
cannot be taken as enjoining the Mantras (to be used at the Archetypal' 
Honias), Consequently, there shpuld be combination (of both sets of Homas). 
As a matter of fact, 'both sets come in tlirough valid means of knowledge — 
Direct Declaration is a trustworthy means of knowledge, and so also is the 
General Law; and as the purposes served by them are totally difierent, 
there is no conflict between them (whereby one would set aside the other). 
Hence — just as the Fraydja and other details are not set aside (by the 
(TJpahorms), so the A-dnsfei/iow-as also should not be set aside. — ^For these 
reasons we conclude that in all such cases the act in question should he an 
additional embellishment at the Ectype, 

StJTRA (2). 

Where the signs of the Archetype are present, there shotjld.be 

A MODIFICATION, BECAUSE OF THE PROXIMITY OF THE 

Archetype. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that“r~“ Just as in the case of the assertion ‘the 
grass used consists of reeds’, the jReeds set aside the Kusha, so should there 
be exclusion in the case in question also ’’.—The answer to this is as follows ; 
— In the case of the Feeds, it is only right that there should be exclusion,. 
because in that case the signs of the Archetype are present, through the term 
' harhih ’ (‘ grass ’), — the sense being that the grass used may be such as is 
used at the Archetype (i.e. Kuska), or Heeds should be used in place of Grass, 
In the case in question, however, signs of the Archetype are not present ; 
hence there is no analogy between the ease in question and the case of grass. 


Or Sutra (2) may he taken as a distinct Adhilcara^a as follows — 

Adhikaeana (2): The ^Kmha-grass^ is set aside hy the 

^ Eeed-grass\ 

[By second interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the following declaration—* Somdraudram charum nirvapei 
hrpidndm vrihindm abhicharan^ [wherein the performance of a malevolent 
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Rite is, laid down), in, coBnecti^ witii- this/we read — -^ The grass, consists 
of Reeds’. — In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Kusha- 
grass excluded-— or not ?— The Purvapaksa is that “there should be com- 
bination of both, as both are cognised by trustworthy means of knowledge ”, 
— In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Where the signs of 
the Archetype are present, there should he modifimtion (Sutra 2). The sign of 
the Archetype is actually present here, in the shape of the term * harhih ^ 
C grass ’) ; hence the Archetypal accessory must be excluded. 


Or Sutra (2) may be explained as embodying the^'following Adhikarana — 

AdhikaeajSTa (3): At the ^ Vdjapeya’ the rumblings of the 
‘ Chariot ’ and of the ‘ Drum ’ set aside both the 
‘ Darbha ’ and the ‘ Mantra \ 

[By third interpretation of Sutra (2).] 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
self-sovereignty, one should perform the Vdjapeya sacrifiee in the 
autumn ’ ; — in connection with this sacrifice, we read — ‘ Eathaghosma 
mdhmdrasya stotrarnupdkaroti, dundubhighosma mdhendrasya stotramupd- 
karoti ’ [‘ Starts the Mdhendra hymn with the rimhling of the chariot, starts 
the Mdhendra hymn with the rumbling of the drum ’]. — At the Aiohetype? 
this starting of the Hymn is done ‘ with two blades of Kusha-grass, with the 
Mantra, Updvartadhvam\ — This latter is indicated by the General Law as 
coming into the Vdjapeya, 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the sound of the Chariot- 
rumbling or drum-rumbling meant to exclude the Mantra (‘ Updvar- 
tadhvam ’), and the substance (Chariot) is to set aside the Kusha-blades ? 
Or are both together meant to set aside both together ? 

The PurvajMksa on this question is as follows: — “Inasmuch as both 
are sound, the rumblings exclude the Mantra, — and as both are substance, the 
substance (Chariot) excludes the Kusha-hlades, — Objection — ‘ In the term 
rathaghosa we have the Tatpurusa compound, from which it follows that the 
raiha (Chariot) is mentioned only as qualifying the ghosa (rumbling), so 
that it is for the purpose of something else, and not for the purpose of any 
function of its own’. — Answer — ^Words like those in question may also 
.be taken as Dvandva ; in favour of which there is the following reason also : 
The Chariot will not have been mentioned for the purpose of something else ; 
— as in that case, the Direct Significance of the word would be abandoned, 
and recourse would be had to indirect indication, — and the presence of the 
signs of the Archetype would be militated against ; — hence we conclude 
that the Bumbling excludes the Mantra and the substance excludes the Kusha- 
hlades P 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta i — Where the signs 
of the Archetype are present, there should he modification (Sutra 2). As a 
25 
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matter of fact, tlie signs of the Archetype are present in both together, not 
one by one ; what is spoken of is the t rathaghosena ' (‘by the rumbling of 
the , Chariot ’),/ not "mthma ghosena cha^ (‘by the ,and .by the 

rumbling ’ ) what marks the starting of the Hymn m the Rumbling qualified 
by the Chariot ; while at the Archetype, what marks it are the Kiisha-blades 
also, the Mantra. : 

Objection—^ ^ It has just been pointed out that Wathaghosa' may be 
a Dvandva compound.’’ 

That cannot be ; as in that ease there should be the Dual ending 
C rathaghomhhy dm ^) ; while what we actually find is the Bingalar ending 
{‘ rathaghosena ’) ; hence the mark must be one only ; and that is the rumb- 
ling ; and it is with that term that the Instrumental ending appears. 

Objection — “The Instrumental ending may be taken as appearing 
W'ith the composite (made up of the ratha and the gli08a)i'\ 

That is not possible ; as no such composite is denoted by the word. 
Then again, if such a composite were spoken of,— “then you would have 
admitted the fact of the exclusion being done by both together. 

“Certainly the Mantra ‘ Updvartadhvam'‘ (which is not in the singular 
number) does actually point to a composite.” 

No, we reply ; because what the Mantra denotes is mere TJpavartana 
(revolution) ; and certainly mere revolution is not the starting of the H.\ann. 
Even if the said denotation were there, it would do the excluding,^ — Then 
again, that the starting should be done with the specified mark has been 
declared by Direct Assertion^ while that it should be done with a Mant^xt 
is only indicated by the General Law ; and Direct Assertion is more authorita- 
tive than the implication of the General Law. 

From all this it follows that the Rumbling of the Chariot and the 
Rumbling of the Drum exclude both {tha Mantra aikd. the Kusha^grass). 

“ Wliat will be the use of this discussion ? ” 

If the Chariot does not qualify the then any Tumbling, even 

apart from the Chariot, would mark the starting of the Hymn. 



Adhieabaija ;(4) At the \ Brhaspatisava ^ etc, the Gups 
dedicated to Indra-Vdyu etc, are to he combined 
with those dedicated to Brhaspati. 

SUTRA (3). 

ALIi CASES,' THERE SHOULE BE DECLARATION OE ADDITIONAL , 
CUPS, AS AT THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

(a) 111 connection with, the Brhaspatisava, we read^ — ^ Bdrhaspatyam 
graham grhndtif vimvatyarham graham gfhymti'* [‘He takes tip the cup 
dedicated to Brhaspati, the equinox he takes up the Arka cwj?’]. — (h) In 
connection with the Mahdvrata, it is said ‘ Bhuhragraham grhp^ati ’ [‘ Takes 
up the cup dedicated to Shukra ^'],—{c) In connection with the AshvamMha, 
it is said ^ Saumrnardjatdhhydm mahimdnau grahau grhfiati^ [‘Takes up 
two Mahlman cups of gold and silver’]. — At the Ai*chetypal sacrifice of 
which all these are ectypes, there are cups dedicated to Indra- Vdyu and other 
deities ; these latter are indicated by the general Law as coming in at the 
said Ectypes {Brhaspatisava, etc.). 

There arises the question — ^Are these Arehet 3 q>al Cups set aside by the 
Ectypal ones? Or, they are not excluded,“there is combination of both 
sets ? 

The Furvapah§a is as follows The Ectypal Cups are laid down directly 
by Vedic texts, while the Archetypal ones come in only under the General 
Law ; the former therefore should set aside the latter ; specially as the 
sign of the Archet^Tpe is present in them, in the shape of the term ‘ cup 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdntai — ^In every one of 
the cases cited, there should be additional cups ; i.e. the Archetypal Cups 
should not be excluded. — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because both the sets are made 
known by trustworthy means of imowledge ; the General Law being a trust- 
worthy means of knowledge, and so also the Direct Assertion. — ^It might foe 
argued that — “ the term ‘ cup ’ is the sign of the Archetype — That is not 
so ; if the term ‘ cup ’ were uttered and then an accessory detail were laid 
down, then, it would be the Archetypal Cups alone that would be modified 
by that accessory. If a non-Cup were enjoined (predicated) in connection with 
the Gup, then that non-Cup would serve the purposes of the Cup, and hence 
set aside the Archetypal Cup; as in the case of the assertion — ‘ The stake in 
the Threshing Yard is the Sacrificial Post ’ [where the purposes of the Post 
are served by the Stake, which therefore sets aside the Post]. — ^In the case 
in question, however, the term - is totally different, signifying the 

act of holding, — ^in such sentences as ‘ Holds the graha (Cup) named Arha \ 
‘Holds the Cups named Mahinmn^* Here the act of Holding enjoined 
is one that has not been previously known ;-^consequently the term ‘ graha \ 
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' Clip % is not a sign of the ±roli©type. It is only when a number of things 
serve the same purpose that there is option or exclusion ; in the case in 
question, however, the Archetypal Cups do not serve the same purpose as 
the EctyiDal ones. 

“ But all the Cups serve the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifices, 
and in that sense they serve the same purpose.” 

The answer to this is as follows ’.—Towards the fulfilment of the sacrifices, 
all the Cups help collectively ; singly, each of them cannot accomplish the. 
sacrifices ; they are not related to the sacrifice severally — in the sense that 
‘ one should sacrifice with the Cup’, or ‘ one should sacrifice with the 
Shukra Cup ’ ; what happens is that the passage declaring the entire sacrificial 
procedure includes all these Cups,— and of these, those alone that are in 
close proximity ; — ^and in regard to proximity, there is no difference among 
the Cups ; hence the declaration of procedure includes all the Cups, Arche- 
typal as well as Ectypal os m case of the Archetype; i.e. in regard 
to the Archetype, the holding of the Cups dedicated to Indra-Vdyu has 
been enjoined, — and yet again the holding of the Cup dedicated to Mitra- 
Varuna is enjoined, — and the distinction between these lies in the trans- 
cendental embellishment, and in the dedication to different deities ; that 
this is so is due to the fact that the efiect produced by them is not per- 
ceptible ; for which reason it cannot be perceived that the former serves the 
same purposes as the latter. Then again, inasmuch as all the Cups are 
included under the declaration of the entire sacrificial procedure, it follows 
that there should be a combination of all, — not only with those dedicated 
to Mitra-VaruT^a and other deities, but also with the Amshu and the 
Adahhya, which latter are not mentioned in the same context. — In the 
same manner there should be combination of all at the Ectype also. 

Says the Opponent— “ What we find is that the Cup is mentioned and 
then its qualification is laid down— e.g. ‘at the AshvamMha, the Cups are 
of gold and silver’.” 

The answer to this is as follows -The two Cups herein mentioned (as 
being of gold and silver) are not those relating to the Archetype ; in fact, the 
Cup and the Action are distinct, in accordance with the 8utra 2. 2, 22. 

Says the Opponent — “ In that ease, in the present instance, the sentence 
‘ Hold the Bdfhaspatya Cup ’ would com© to serve the piu’pose of laying down 
the deity {Brhaapatiy^ * 

Answer — ^By taking the Cup as the thing enjoined, we accept Direct 
Assertion, while if we take the Deity as the tiling enjoined, we accept 
Syntactical Connection; and Direct Assertion is always more authoritative 
than Syntactical Connection, 

Says the Opponent — ” It would be as in the case of ‘ Agmya ’ ; just as in 
the case of the sentence ‘ At the Agni^tut there are Agmya Cups it is the 
Deity that is taken to be the thing enjoined, — ^in the same manner, there 
would be injunction of the deity by the term ‘ hdrhaspatyam %. even though 
it is in the Singular number, — ^as no significance attaches to the Number in 
such eases ; for instance, in accordance with the sentence ‘ graham 
samrmrsti'* {‘Washes the where ‘ Cup " Grahmnf is in the Singular 
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nomber), what is taken as laid down is the washing of all the Cups ; in the 
same manner, in the ease in question, what is laid down is the Deity of all 
the Cups/’ 

The answer to this is that it has already been explained by its being 
pointed out that Direct Assertion is more authoritative (than Syntactical 
Connection). As for the sentence ‘ Agmyd grahd hhavanti ’ (‘ The Cups are 
Agneya^), — in this case Syntactical Connection is not inconsistent with 
Direct Assertion ; as in tliis case there is no such expression as ‘ Agneya^n 
graham grhy^ti" (‘Holds the AgnMya Cup’); so that in tliis case it is only 
right that mere existence of the Agneya be asserted through Syntactical 
Gonnection, which is not inconsistent with Direct Assertion. 

From all this it follows that the ^ Bdrhaspaty a Cup ’ (the Cup dedicated 
to Brhaspati) is distinct from the Archetypal Cups, and is combined with 
them. Just as at the Archetype, in accordance with the sentence ‘ Holds 
the Amshu, — Holds the Addbhya ’ — ^these two things {Amshu and Adabhya), 
though not appearing in the Context, are combined with those that do 
appear in the Context,- — so in the case in question, the Ect,ypal Cups should 
be combined (with the Archetj^al ones). 

SUTRA (4). 

Also because thebe abe instahces of syntactical unification 
WITH additional FACTOES. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be com- 
bination. — “For what reason?” — There is the case of the ‘Wine-cups’ 
where there is vSjhitactical unification with the Wine-cups winch are, beyond 
doubt, additional factors. — “How so?” — ^The passage is — ^ Saptadasha 
etc grahd grhyante, dvaye prajdpatydh, Sonmgrahdh surdgrahdsheha ’ 
[‘Seventeen cups are held up, two sets are dedicated to Pmjdpati, the 
Soma-cups and the Wine-cups’]; here the ‘Wine-cups’ are clearly 
additional and in regard to these the ‘ holding ’ is enjoined (in this 
passage), not merely referred .to; the word ^ Grhyante (‘are held’), 
even though mentioned once, is connected with the 8oma-cups also ; hence 
there is no doubt that here we have a distinct injunction of the Cups ; and 
it may be the same in other cases also. 

SUTRA (5). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Bhdsya, 

An indicative text also points to the same conclusion — “ What is that 
text ?” — ^ Viranyo vet esa yajnaJcratuh yad vdjapeya ativa hyagnistomam 
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hmm^yuMhyarmtiso4Mhinam nMirdtramapnoti’ ; the term ‘ viranva ’ 
stands for extensive’; for when it is said ‘ viratiyani aranyanV it is 
^derstood that the forests are extensive ’.—It is only when tire is com- 

i/tteTw * ‘extensiveness’; it wonid not be possible 

h! tTk anything. From this also it follows that there 

should be combmation (of the two sets of Oups). 


Adhikaeana (5): At the Vajapeya ’’, the '' animals dedi- 
cated to Pmjdpati ’ are to be combined with the 
‘ sacrificial animals \ 

SUTRA (6). 

In the case oe the ‘ animals dedicated to Peajapati ’ also ; 

BECAUSE OP THE DECLAEATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Vajapeya sacrifice, laid clown in the text — ' Desiring 
self -sovereignty, one should perform the Vajapeya sacrifice’; at 
this sacrifice there are ‘ animals dedicated to Frajdpati \ as declared in the 
text — ‘ One should sacrifice seventeen animals dedicated to Frajdpaii \ — 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, there are certain ‘ Sacrificial animals ’ (the 
Agmya and the rest) ; and these are indicated by the General Law as coming 
into the Vcija%yeya, — Hence there arises the question — Are the Sacrificial 
animals excluded by the ‘ animals dedicated to Frajdpati ’ ? Or are they 
combined with them ? 

The Furvapalcsa is that “ the animals dedicated to Frajdpati have been 
directly enjoined (as to be sacrificed at the Vajapeya)^ and as such should 
exclude the Sacrificial animals which are only indicated by the General 
Law.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Slddlidnta ; — In the ease of the 
‘ animals dedicated to Frajdpati ’ also^ there should be combination ; — the 
particle ‘ cha ’ signifies the connection of the present Sutra with the con- 
clusion of the preceding Adhikarana, — The ‘ Sacrificial animals ’ are spoken 
of in the following text — Brahmavadino vadanti ndgnistom-o nokthyo na 
sodashi ndtiratra iti ; atha kasmdd uajapyeyena^ sarve yajnahratavo^va^'U- 
dhyante,—~pashiibhiritl bruydt, yaidgneyam pashumdlabhate agnistome tend- 
varundhe, aindragnenokthyam, aindrena sodashinam, sdrasvatyd atirdtram^ 
mdrutyd hrhatstotram, etdvanto vai yajnakratavah, tan pashuhJm'avarundJie, 
[‘ Teachers of Brahman teach as follows — [At the Vajapeya] there is neither 
Agnistoma, nor UkiJvya, nor Sodashin, nor Atirdtra ; — if it is asked how- all 
sacrificial performances are included under the Vajapeya^ the answer should 
be — Through the animals : when one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni, 
thereby he takes in the Agnistoma ; by the animal dedicated to Indra-Agni. 
he takes in the Ukthya ; by the animal dedicated to Indra^ he takes in the 
ASodashin ; by the animal dedicated to Sarasvati, he takes in the Atirdtra ; 
by the animal dedicated to the Maruts, he takes in the Brhaistotra ; — only 
so many are the sacrificial performances^ these become taken in by the Vdja- 
peya, through the animals’]. — This clearly shows that there should be 
combination. 
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What you have put forward is only an indicative text ; what is the 
reason ? 

The reason lies in the absence of the signs of the Archety}:)e. 

But the term ‘ animal ’ is a sign of the Archetype.” 

* Not so, we reply. In the text in question it is not thB Deity that is 
enjoined (predicated) with reference to the ammal ; because what is declared 
is the number; hence from the declaration of the Number and the Deitj^, 
it follows that it is a distinct act that is spoken of here, in accordance with 
the principle laid down under 5 2. 2. 21, 

From all this it follows that as in the case of the Cups, so in that of the 
a also, there should be combination of both sets. 


Adhikarajn'a (6) : At the ^Sdhgraham-Isti the ‘ Anu- 
ydjas ’ should he combined vnth the ‘ Amanahomas 

SUTRA (7). 

In the case of ‘ Amana ’ also ; because we find indicative 

TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Sdngrahanl-Isti, laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring a village,, 
one should offer the Smlgmhanl to the V islivedevas \ In connection with 
this, we read — ‘ He pours three oblations with the Mantra, Amanamasyd 
’.—At the Archetype, there are three Anuydjas ; and these are 
admissible at the under the General Law. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Ai’e the Anuydjas to be 
set aside by the Anmna-homas ? Or are the two sets to be combined ? 

The PiiTvapahsa is as follows “ The Amana-homas, being directly 
enjoined, should set aside the Anuydjas, wiiich can come in only by implica- 
tion (tlirough the G-eneral Law) ; also because tliere is present the number 
‘ three ’ which is a sign of the Archetype.” 

In answer to tlxis we have the following Siddhdnta ; — In the case of the 
Amana,, there should be combination.— “ Why ? ” — Because a text clearly 
indicates tliis : The text is — Bahirdt'tnd vai praydjdnuydja dtmd devatd yat 
praydjdnuydjdndm puraatadvd uparistddvd juhuydt bahirdtfndnam sajdt§^ 
ndmddadhita, atha yam madhyato juhoti madhyata eva sajdtdndmMmdnyim 
dhatte’' ; — this clearly shows that the are not to be exclud<^d. — 

“ But the number ‘ three ’ is there as the sign of the Archetype — >Jbt so, 
we reply ; it is not possible for any accessory to be enjoined with li^eference 
to a mere number ; because there is nothing to wliich some sort o t number 
does not belong. Hence the mere number cannot be regarded as sign of 
the Archetype. 

“You have pointed out an indicative text; please point out \ some 
direct authority for it.” 

Answer — The presence of the oblation is stated bj^ Direct Assertio:m 
in the text ‘ Pours the oblations’ ; the Mantra to be used is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection ; and the mention of the number ‘ three ’ comes in 
as a mere reference ; so that what are enjoined by the text in question are 
distinct sacrifices with a definite number and a definite Ma7itra ; and as all 
these are vouched for by trustworthy means of knowledge, it is only right 
that these should be combined. 



Adhikarana ( 7 ) : At the ' MaMvrata" there be 

combination of the Upagdna (Music) of the Ladies ’ 
loith the ^ Music of the Priests^. 

SUTRA (8). 

[FuEVAPAKSA]— ' In the case of ‘UpAGANA IT SHOULD, BE AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ' ReED BECAUSE THE SIGN OF THE 

Archetype is present.” 

Bhdsya. 


In connection with the MaJidvrata, we ixml — ^ Patnya upagayanti^ 
pichMiolahhimpagdyanti KdndavlnddibMnipagdyanti, dipdtaPMhMrupa- 
gdyantV The Ladies set up the music, etc. etc.] ; — at the Archetype., ‘ the 
Priests set tip tho music and this music of the Priests’ becomes 
admissible in the MaJidvrata by virtue of the General Law. 

Nov^ there arises the question — ^When the Ladies set up the music,, 
they set aside the Priests setting up the music ? — Or not ? 

\ The first point to be considered is — Does this ^upagdnad (‘Music’) 
here song ’music (vocal music) or for the instruments -music 

{instri.,^^^^^^^1 music) ? — Then also there is a further question- — Does ‘ song- 
music fQj. music of the song, or for the song itself constituting the 

music ? - 
The'^ 

^>Piirvapaksa view on the main question is as follows : — “ What comes 
from t.^^ Areliety}3e is set aside ; hence we explain the term ‘ song -music ’ 
music of the song ; when the Ladies sing, they swell the music of the 
®^%ers ; the singing is already known as coming from the Archetype, it is 
jhiy the swelling of the mime that is laid down by the text in question (in 
connection with the Retype) as denoted by the prefix ('upa^ in the verb 
* VpagmjantV), hence the term ‘song-music ’ stands for the music of the song. 
— Or the song itself may be taken as the ‘music ’ ; the term ‘ singing ’ is 
well known as meaning the singing 5 ?/ the mouth ; hence the song itself is meant 
to be the ‘music ’ here ; or, as shown before, it may mean the music of the song. 
Whichever of these two views be accepted, in either ease, the Ladies do the 
work of the Priests ; hence, on account of the presence of the sign of the A rche- 
type, what is laid down directly sets aside what comes in through the General 
Law ; — as in the case of the Peed ; just as in the case of the text ‘ the grass 
consists of Reeds the Reeds, being directly laid dovm, set aside the Kueha- 
grass, which can come in only through the General Law ; — so should it be in 
the case in question also.” 



: PlDA IV, ■ ADHIKABANA (7), ', : ; ^ 

' ."SOTBA (9). ^ 

[SidBHANTA]— Ih fact, on account of SUFERFUUTOUSKFSS, IT;^^:'^ 
SHOULD BE ADDITIONAL. 

Bhdsya, 

The particle in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 

above. 

There is to be no exclusion; there should be combination. Hence 
we ofer the following explanation — the music meant is that of the instru- 
ments ; at the sacrifice in question there are several musical instnxments, as 
described in the texts ‘ Drums are rumbling on all sides, etc. etc. ’ ; and the 
music of these instruments is the ‘music of the instruments’, — ^How so ? — 
The conjugational ending directly connotes the presence of what is denoted 
by the verbal root ;~and what is denoted by the prefix is farther off, and 
hence weaker in its application. Hence the injunction of the presence of 
what is denoted by the prefix is set aside by the injunction of the presence 
of what is denoted by the verbal root. — Or, the instrument itself may be 
regarded as meant by ‘music ’ here ; what the text says is— ‘ The Ladies 
set up the music, they set up the music with the Kanda-vmd and other 
instruments’; so that the music (Upagdna) that is set up is that of the 
Kdnda-vlnd and other instruments. As a matter of fact, the term ‘ gana ’ 
(lit. singing) is often applied to the music of the stringed instruments ; hence 
the music meant here by ‘ Upagdna ’ is that of the instruments. This term 
‘ music of the instruments ’ may mean the music produced by the instruments 
or the music in the form of the instruments themselves ; in either case, this 
Upagdna is something different from what is done at the Archetype. Hence 
there should be combination of both.— “ Why t of superfluous- 
ness ; i.e. in this way the General Law does not become superfluous, — i.e. 
it becomes honoured. 

From all this we conclude that there should be combination in the 
ease in question. 



ADinKARANA (8) : At the ‘ Ahjanabhyahjana ’ sacrifice, the 
‘‘ anointing with BvMer ’ should he combined with 
the ‘ anointing with Gum~resin’. 

SCTRA (10). 

At 'THE EMBELLISHMENT ALSO [THERE SHOHLD BE COMBINATION] ; 
BEOATTSE OF THE CONNECTION OF ANOTHER. 



There is the Anjandhhyanjana-sacriftce lasting for forty-nine days ; in 
that connection, we read — ‘At the morning-extraction, they anoint 
and re-anoint with giim-resin, at the midday- extraction, %vith the resih of 
the PiZtt- tree, at the third extraction, with perfumes — At the Archetype, 
the aTWiTUing is done with Butter ; and this becomes admissible at the 
sacrifice in question, under the General Law. 

There then arises this question — ^Is this latter ‘ re -anointing with 
Butter ’ set aside by the anointing with siibstances laid down in connection 
with the Eetype ? — Or not ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as in connection with the 
Eetype, the anointing and re-anointing with the substances there men- 
tioned have been laid down directly by the text, — and as the sign of the 
Archetype is present, — ^there must be exclusion. — Objection — ‘At the Sattra^ 
the anointing and re-anointing are done at the time of the extraction, — 
at the Archetype, the re-anointing with Butter is done at the time of the 
Initiation; — thus the two appearing at diffeimt times, and serving two 
distinct purposes, there can be no exclusion Answer — -As in the case of 
the Praydja, so here also, though appearing at different times, the two 
must be regarded as serving the same purpose ; the time alone is different, 
the act remains the same ; for instance, when it is said ‘ Tisthantam pashuni 
prayajanti % the Prayajas that are performed while the animal is standing are 
found to serve the same purpose as at the Archet}?pe ; similarlj" should it 
be in the case in question also.*’ 

In answer to this, we have the following At the embellish- 

menf, of anointing and re-ahointing, there should be combination with 
the Archetypal detail. — “ Why ? ** — Because of the connection of another ; it 
appears at a different time, arid serves another purpose. By so doing, we 
shall be honouring the General Law.— -From all this we conclude that there 
should be combination. 



ADHYlYA X, PlDA. lY,; ABHIKAEANA (8)« 
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SUTRA (11). 

SHOtTLB BE LDKE THE PbayIja , IF THIS IS BEGEB 
[then the answer is as in the next Siilra]. 

JBhdsya, 

This argument has been put forward by the Purvapaksin ; it has got tO' 
be refuted [and this is done in the following Sutra \ — 

SUTRA (12). 

Not so ; because the puepose seeveb is biffebent. 

BMsya, 

It cannot be as in the case of the Praydja,^^^ Why ? — Because the 
purpose served is different ; at jSrst the Butter is used for the anointing for 
the purpose of securing easy movement ; after the proceedings have begun,, 
later on, at the time of extraction, there is re-anointing with gum -resin ; 
and this is clearly seen to serve the purpose of removing roughness ; 
and thus, as serving an entirely dfetinct purpose, it cannot set aside the 
former Archetypal anointment with Butter. 



AdhikaeMSTA (9): At the Mahdvrata^ there is comhi/nu- 
tion of the ' New cloth ’ with the ^ Tmya ’ {Butter- 
besprinkled Blanket). 

StJTRA (13). 

[PtJRVAPAKSAj—^* INASMUCH ' AS BOTH SERVE THE SAME PURPOSE, —AS 
REOABES THE DrESS, THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATION OF WHAT 
IS LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH THE ARCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Mahdvrata we read— ‘ The Sacrificer puts on 
the Butter -besprinkled Blanket, and the Lady puts on the Kusha-cloth ’ . 
- — at the Ax’chetype ‘ he puts on unworn (new) cloth ’ ; and tliis latter becomes 
admissible at the Mahdvrata under the General Law^ 

Thus there arises the question— Is the ‘new cloth’ to be excluded or 
not ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows; — “A?- regard to the dress there should be 
modification of what has been laid down in connection with the Archetype.— 
Why ? — Because they serve the same ; there is the same purpose 

of covering the loin-slip that is meant to be served by what has been laid 
down in connection with the Archetype, as also by what has been laid down 
in connection with the Retype ; — and at the Archetype, as well as at the 
Retype, it is this covering that is done. Hence what comes in by virtue of 
the General Law should be set aside by what has been laid down directly 
by a text.” 

StJTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, it should be an addition; because the 

PURPOSES SERVED ARE DIFFERENT. 

Bhdsya, 

The term " vaA ('in reality ’) implies the rejection of the vie set forth 
above. 

It should he an addition ; wliat is laid down in connection with the 
Retype should be in addition to the Cloth laid down in connection with the 
Archetype. — “Why ? ’’—Because one tiling sets aside the other wdien, 
without setting aside this latter, it cannot come in; that which can come in 
without setting aside the other, does not set aside this latter ; if that were 
to set it aside, then it would be rejecting what is indicated by the General 
Law, even when this latter is not inconsistent or incompatible. 

Objection — “But the word ‘ puts on ’ is used in the sense of covering 
the loin-slip ; so that the purpose served in both cases cannot be different.” 
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Ayiswer — It is not so ; the word ‘ puts on ’ is Uvsed in connection wntli 
the upper garment also; for instance, it is said * he puts on the blanket’, 
‘ he puts on the skin of the Buru-deer^ \ in fact the ethnological meaning 
■of wotd' " paridhatte ^ (puts on) is * wears all round’. From this it 
follows that there should be no exclusion of the ‘ new cloth’, — there should 
be combination of both (‘new cloth’ and ‘ butter-besprinkled blanket ’). 

SUTRA (15). 

Thebe is a text also that indicates the said combination.,. 

Bhdsya. 

By using the term ‘ cloth ’ (‘ vdsas ’) in the plural in the following texts, 
it is indicated that there should be combination of both— (a) ‘ Vdsdmsl 
mrahi chopdnahau vumi^ichati \ — (b) ‘ KrsTmvisdnayd vdsdmsi mhliram- 
sayati, tato'dhmryuh paridhaUe \ — ^From tMs also we conclude that there 
is to be no exolmion, there should be comhmation. 



Adhikarana (10) : At the ‘ Mahdvrata ’ the ‘ ShloJca ’ and 
other Sdmam are to be combined with the ‘ Rathantara ’ 
and other Sarmns. 

SCTRA (16). 

In the case of SImans, it shotted be undeestood that THEEE is: 

TO BE NO MODEBTCATION, BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF ENTIEELY 
DIFFEBEHT THINGS. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the MaMwato, we read — ‘ Shlolcena purastdt sadasah 
stuvate^ amishlokena pashchdt sadasah, krauhchma chdtvdlamaveksamdnah * 
[‘He sings the Shloka-sdman heiore the Assembly, — the Anushloka-sdman 
beliind the Assembly, — and with the Krauncha-sdman, while looking at the 
hole in the ground — At the Archetype, there are other Sdmans, which 
also are admissible at the Mahdvrata by virtue of the General Law. 

Thus there arises the question— Is there to be exclusion of the Arche- 
typal Sdmans ? Or is there to be no exclusion, there is to be combination ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Inasmuch as the sign of the 
Archetype is present, in the shape of the word ‘ stuvaie^ (‘sings’), and it 
has been directly declared, — the Archetypal Sdmans should be excluded. 
Jxist as in the case of the assertion — ‘ Kautsam hhavati, Kdnvam hhavati, 
Vashisthasya janitre bhavatah, ShvddhdshuddMye bhavatah, Bhargayashasi 
hhavatah, Krauhchdni hhavanti\ when all these are directly laid down, those 
that could have come in by virtue of the General Law become excluded, — 
so should it be in the ease in question also.” 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of 
Sdmans, — such as are prescribed in such texts as ‘ They sing the Shhka-smnan 
before the Assembly — ^being directly laid down, it should he understood' 
that there should he no modification — ^of the Archetypal Sdmans. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because of the mention of entirely different things i.e. in the sentences 
‘They sing before the Assembly" and the like, we find %he Sdman mentioned 
as connected with an entirely di-fferent thing. When one word is con- 
nected with another as its qualification, it camiot become connected with 
any other word, so long as it remains mentioned only once ;— e.g. in the 
expression ^ Bhdryd rdfnah puruso devadattasya", if ‘ ’ is taken as 

uttered to qualify ^hhdryd", then it cannot be connected again with the 
term 'purusah". Similarly, ^ when a thing has been connected with the 
sentence purastdt sadasah, stuvate", \t cannot be connected again with the 
sentence " Shlokena stuvate".— If it is the presence of the place of the Stuti 
that is taken to be enjoined (by the sentence), — and the mention of ''Shloka" 
is only by way of reference, — ^then, in that case, fche whole could be 
taken as one sentence (syntactically connected). But if the presence of the 
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place has been enjoined, then the sentence is already complete; and in that 
case ^ SliloMna cha ’ (' With the sMoka-sdman ^) has got to be enjoined ; and 
for this purpose the injunctive affix has to be brought into the mind; — 
and for bringing it into the mind, it should be pronounced but as a matter 
of fact, we do not find it so pronounced ; hence either it should be assumed, 
even though not pronounced, ^ — or the pronouncing also should be assumed ; 
and if this were assumed, it w*ould be contrary to the aetuai words of the 
text. — Hence v e conclude that the above explanation is not possible. — ^^Vhat 
then ? — What is enjoined by Direct Assertion is the StiUl as qualified by the 
place {before the Assembly) and the Sdman C shloJca ; and wdien one con- 
nection of the things has been enjoined and the sentence completed, — it 
cannot be necessary to assume another Syntactical Connection; so that 
when the Stidi qualified by t'wo cpialifieations has been enjoined by- Direct 
Assertion, then the Syntactical Connection has become complete, — and it is 
not necessary to assume any other Syntactical Connection, — for wliich purpose 
it could be pronounced twice.-— From all this we conclude that the sentence 
question lays down an additional Stuti and the Archetypal Stuti does not 
jcome excluded. 

SUTRA (17). 

Whex any othee thing is not seoken of, there is modification 
OF THE Archetypal detail, becaxtse it is subsidiary. 

Bhdsya, 

, ■ f ■ ■ 

It has been argued that the Archetypah detail is excluded in the case 
of such sentences as ‘ Kautsam bhavat% etc. etc.’. — ^TMs has to be refuted ; 
this refutation is as follows : — In the instance cited, it is only right that the 
Archetypal detail is excluded ; because in this any other thing is not found 
mentioned, — wffiat is found mentioned is subsidiary to the Archetypal detail, 
— hence it is only natural that the Archetypal detail should be set aside by 
the Ectypal detail which is directly laid down. — In the case in question 
however, another thing is found mentioned ; hence in order to p,void 
syntactical split, there should be no exclusion of the Archetypal detail, as has 
been explained above. 


Or, Sutra (17) may be explained as embodying the following separate 
Adhiharana — 

Adhik AR xiNA (11): In some Ecfypes, the Archetypal Samans 
are exchided by ‘ Katiisa ’ and other Samans. 

Bhdsya. 

Somewhere we read — ^Kautsam bhavati Kraunchdni hhavantV, 

where so many" distinct Samans are mentioned as coming in ; in connection 
with the Archetype however, there are other Samans, which are admissible 
26 
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at tlie Ectype also, in accordance with the General Law. — The question then 
arises — ^Are these latter excluded or not ?~The is as follows — 

''There is no exclusion, there is combination.— Why ? — Because all that is 
enjoined in the sentence in question is mere Saman, and there is no sign of 
the Archetype in the form of , the word ‘ ; hence there should be 

combination.” .. 

In answer to this we have the following ; — 

■SUTRA (17). ■ 

Ik beality, when aky otheb thikg- is kot seokek of, thebe is 

MOHIFICATIOK OF THE AbCHETYPAL DETAIL, BBCAITSE 
IT IS A SXJBSIDIABY. 

BMsya, 

The term ' tu' (' in reality ’) implies the rejection of the above 
Even when another thing is not mentioned, there should be modification 
the Archetypal detail ; because at the Archetype the Saman is a subsidiary 
— and the text in question also mentions a Saman ; — hence by virtue of th 
common character of ^ Saman \ the latter can very well be used for the 
purposes for which the /Saman is used (at the Archetype). For instance, 
when it is said — ‘ Here are Ourds, Clarified Butter, Vegetables, and Rice, — 
feed Devadatta, — and like Dam to^a, feed Yajnadatta also, with oils’, — 
though it is not said in so many words that the oil is to be used for lubricat- 
ing the food, yet it is for that purpose alone that the oil is used, because 
it is capable of doing that only ;— in the same manner, even though it has 
not been said in so many words that the Rk- verse is to be embellished 
by the Sama-muslc, yet the only purpose that thd Saman is capable of 
serving, and for serving which it is used, is the embellishing of the 


Abhikaeana: , '(12) : The ^ Kautsa^ and other ^ Bdmans 
exclude the Archetypal Smnans in a restricted 
manner, 

. : StJTRA (18). ' 

.[PtJBVAPAKSA]—'* (There shohld be ExcLESio^ir) of all ; because:. 

THERE IS IsTO BISTESTCTIOlNr.’' 

Bhdsya. 

Somewhere we read - — ' Kautsam bhavati — Km'ivam hhavati — VasMs- 
tliasya janitre bhavatah — Shuddhdshudclhlye bJiamtah, — Bhdrgayaskasi 
bhavakihr--^Krau7iclidm bhavanti — In connectioa with the Arehet^^^pe, there 
are other Sdmam, which are indicated by the General Law as finding place 
in the Bctype also.— We have undenstood that the former set of ^ Kantm, 
etc.’ set aside the Archetypal Sdmans, 

Now there arises the question — Do all the Eetypal details set aside 
all the Archetypal ones ? Gr is it that one out of the Ect5q;)al Smnans 
sets aside one Archetypal Sdman and two Eetypal Sdnians shall exclude 
two of the Archetypal ones and more than three (several) Eetypal ones shall 
exclude more than two Archetypal ones ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — “All exclude all. — Why? — Because 
there is no distinction ; there is no peculiarity whereby it could be understood 
that ‘ this excludes that, nothing else’. Hence we conclude that all exclude 
all.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[SlI)DH,iHTA]— I h reality, THERE IS EXCLUSIO^h OF OXE OXLY (BY OXE) ; 

BECAUSE OF THE FORCE OF THE VeDIC TEXT ; AXB THEBE IS XO 

modificatiox of the (rest of the) Archetypal oxes* 

Ekdsya, 

It is not true that all Eetypal Sdmans exclude ail Archetypal ones ; 
in fact, one excludes one, two exclude two, and several (more than two) 
exclude several. — ^Why ? — Because of the force of the Vedic text : In the case 
of the clauses ' Kautsam bhavati ’ , ‘ Kmivam bhavati ’ (in each of which 
only one Sdman is mentioned), each of these texts, having brought about 
each of the Archetypal ones, has its purpose fulfilled and thereby it 
proves its utility ; — in the case of the clauses * Vashisthasya janitre bhavatah % 
‘ ShuddhdshuddMye bhavatah and ‘ Bhdrgayashasl bhavatah ’ (each of which 
speaks of two Sdmans) , when each of these couples has excluded two 
of the Archetypal Sdmans, its force has been duly fulfilled ; — and lastly, in the 
case of the clause ‘ Krauhchdni hhavanti ’ (where a plurality- of Sdmans is 
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Spoken of), this text lias its force dizly fulfilled by the exclusion of three 
ilrdietypal Samarw by three of those spoken of. —If on the mention of one, 
only one is excluded, then the number of the EetypaloS'awau-a becomes 
equal in number to the number that has been admitted at the Archetype. 

‘^Wliat would be the effect of this ? 

The effect would be this that there would be no modification of the 
rest of the Archetypal ones ;-^i.e. the rest of the Archetypal Samans w-ould 
be axlmitted fat the Ectype), and to that extent, the General Law would 
be obeyed. — From all this it follows that one excludes one, two exclude tu'o, 
and many exclude many. 



ADiiiKAEAisrA (13) : (a) At sacrifices where the \ Stomas'^ 

are amgmmted^ the Archetypal Sdman is not excluded ; 

(6) tohere the ^ Stomas^ are 'not 

augmented the Archetypal Sdman is 
excluded, 

SUTRA (20). 

Whebe thebe is augmehtatioh oe 'Stoma’, thebe should be 

zlCCBETION (OOMBIHATION) ; WHEBE THEBE IS HO INCBEASE (OF 

' Stoma ’) thebe should be modificatioh of the 

THING ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE OTHEB HAS 
NOT BEEN ASSEBTED. 

BMsya, 

There are certain sacrifices at which the Stomas are angmented, and 
there are some at which the Stomps are not augmented ; — these have been 
mentioned in the following text—* With twenty-one Atirdiras one should 
sacrifice for one desiring offspring; with twenty -seven, for one who desires 
energy ; with thirty -tliree, for one who desires a good standing ’ ; and again, 
* There are thirty-two Pavamdnas at the Abkisechamya ’ ; — ‘ There are nine 
Rdjasdmans, eleven Edjasdmans, two Balaughashravas, two VasTiistha^s 
Janitras, — ^these they call Sdkampravedanas, the ShuddhdshuddM, and 
both the Samshravopapada^ ; again, * In the Bathahavirdhdna, of the Punaly 
$to?na sacrifice also ‘ the Apachiiivatls of the Pimahstoma sacrifice ’ ; ^ the 
middle Savana of the Punahstoma has been declared to be twelve; at the 
other two Savanas, the number of Stomas should be nineteen — In all this, 
ill some cases we find the Archetypal number of Stomas augmented, while 
in others it is reduced. 

Kqw, there arises the question — ^When there is augmentation or reduc- 
tion at the Ectype, do the Archetypal Sdmans become excluded ? Or are 
they excluded where there is reduction, and not excluded where there is 
augmentation? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows— ** In both cases there is to be exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Sdmans); because what is admissible, only by virtue of 
the Oeneral Law is always set aside by what has been directly laid down; 
and it is only when the new Sdmans would come in that their existence 
would be justified.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — Where there is 
augmentation of Stoma, there should be no exclusion, biit accretion (combina- 
tion). — ** Why ? ” — ^It is going to be explained under SutYa 10. 5. 23, that 
the number of Sdmans is made up by introducing additional Sdmans ; — ^in 
this way the General Law would be followed. — ^Where, on the other hand. 
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there is no angiiieiitation,. the 'Aj’chet^^al , shoiild,:, be , ©xcliided 

that much of the Archetypal .(S^amam should he excluded whose exclusion 
would make np the requisite nnmher, and the rest should be those same that 
are connected with the Archetype.—** Why ? ” — Because the other hm not 
been asserted ; the other is not found to be laid down ; i.e. it is not la.id down 
that * there must be introduction of new Sdmans all that is laid down is 
the number (of the Sdmans to be used).— From all this it follows that in 
cases where there is augmentation of Stomas, there is no exclusion of the 
Archetypal Sdman, while in cases where there is reduction of Stomas, Just so 
many may be excluded' as may be necessary. — As for the argument that 
“the existence of tlm Sdmans woitld be Justified”, — we may let the drsa 
(the 8mrti*TxxlQ) be set aside by the General Law ; what is laid down in the 
Smrti m B, mere subsidiary in general, while what ‘comes in by the General 
Law is a particular subsidiary. [Read- — * GuYiamdtramdr%mi, vishista- 
gunashchodahah % as in manuscript O.J 



Adhikarana (14) : The ‘ dvdpa ’ {Inclusion) and ‘ ud~ 
vdpd ’ {Exclusion) of the Sdma'tis 'pertaining to the 
sacrifices ^oith augmented and reduced ‘ Stomas ’ 
is to he done in the Pavamdna-hymn. 

SUTRA (21). 

They must be usr the ‘ PavamIna as it is thehetn that 

‘ IKCLUSIOH ’ AND ‘ EXCLUSION ’ ABE FOUND (MENTIONED). 

Bhdsya. 

The subject-matter of enquiry here are those sacrifices in wliich there 
IS an augmentation of /Stomas, as also those in which there is a reduction 
of them,— those same that have been dealt with in the foregoing AdMkaraym. 
In connection with them we have understood that there is non-exclusion 
(of the Archetypal Sdmans) in those sacrifices in which there is an augmenta- 
tion of Stomas, and there is exclusion , of them in those in which there is 
reduction of 

Now there arises the question— Are the said ‘inclusion’ and ‘ex- 
clusion ’ to be done to any hymn one chooses* ? Or should they be done in 
the Pavamdna hymn only ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is that— “ Inasmuch as there is no ground for making 
a discrimination, they may be done anywhere one chooses.” 

In answer to, this, we have the following Siddhdnta :- — ^The ‘ inclusion ’ 
and ‘exclusion’ should be done in the Pavamdna.— Whj 7 — Because it is 
in this that they are found mentioned, in the following text — ‘There are 
three bellies of the Sacrifice — the Gdyatrl, the BrJiatl and the Anustup, it is 
in these that they include and exclude ’ [and these metres are found in 
the Pavamdna hymn only]. 

Objection — “ This is a mere indication, point to some direct reason.” 

The answer is as follows — 

SUTRA (22). 

There are texts alohe (pet eorward), because the subject is 

SOMETHING NEW. 

Bhdsya. 

It is because there is no reason (or argument) that we are putting for- 
ward texts only. ' , ^ ' 

For these reasons we conclude that the ‘inclusion’ and ‘ exclusion ’ 
are to be done in the Pavamdna hjnnn onh^ 


Adhikabaha. (15) : In connection with sacrifices, the Deity 
must he indicated by means of that name which occur s 
in the Injunction of the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the matter oe the Mantra (iNDiCATiNa the Deity), it should 

BE DONE BY MEANS OF THE TERM THAT IS CONTAINED IN THE 

Injunction ; as it is by that term that there 

HAS BEEN INJUNCTION. 

Bhmya, 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, laid down in the text — ■ 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purna7ndsa sacrifices ’ ; in 
connection therewith, we read — ‘ On the Moonless and Full -moon days, 
one may not fail in offering a cake baked upon eight |)ans, dedicated to 
Agni \ — Of this deity Agni, there are several names — ‘ Agni \ ‘ 8hucM \ 
^ Pdvaka \ ‘ Dhumaheki ’ ‘ Krshdnu % ‘ Vaishvdnara \ ‘ Shdndllya * and so 
forth. 

There arises the following question — -In the Mantra-texts indicating the 
deity (Agni), should the Deity be mentioned by any one of its several names ? 
Or only by that one name ‘ Agni ’ which occurs in the injunction of the 
offering ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — ‘‘ It may be mentioned by any one of 
the names. — ^Why ? — Because all that is meant to be conveyed is the idea 
of the deity Agni ; i.e. the Cake has to be connected with the deity Agni ; — • 
the Deity is to be one that is Agni ; — ^it is Agni who is to be referred to at 
the time of making the offering; — ^now this Deity sliould be mentioned by 
a word that may be capable of signifying it any one of the several names 
is capable of signifying the Deity ; — hence we conclude that in the Mantro- 
texts speaking of the Deity, it may be mentioned by any one of tlie names.’' 

In answer to this, we have the iollowmg 8iddhdnta v — The Deity must 
be referred to by the name ‘ Agni ’ alone, which is what occurs i]i tlie 
Injunction, — ^and not by any other of the names, ‘ Shuchi ’ and the rest. — 
‘‘ Why ? ” — Because the injunction is hy that name ; i.e. the connection 
between the Deity with the offering has been declared by means of that 
name. — “ How so ? ” — When the Injunction speaks of the Cake being made 
Agney a ^ (‘dedicated to Agni^) what is meant is that Agni should be 
made its ‘ Deity h 
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What do you mean by ‘Deity’ ?” 

There is one opinion that bj?" the term ‘deity’ we understand thosej 
beings, Agni and the rest, who are described in Itihasas and Furanas as 
living' in . Heaven. ^ 

Against this opinion there is this that, under that view Ahah, SM.rdula 
and the like could not be included under the term — [and yet these have been 
declared to be Deities of certain offerings]. — And terms denoting time are 
found to be spoken of as ‘ Deity’, in such texts as — ‘ This is an offering to 
Kdla (Time) ‘ the Mdsa (Month) is the Deity ‘ SmmxUsm'a (Year) is the 
Deity 

The other opinion is that-«-“ by the term. ‘ flamtd ’ (‘Deity’) are 
meant just those to whom the name ‘Deity’ has been applied in the 
Manti'a and Brdhmana texts, such as — ‘ Ag^ii is the Deity — Vdta is the Deity, 
— Surya is the Deity, — Chandramd is the Deity.” 

Under this view also, Ahah and the rest do not become included under 
the term. Further, inasmuch as the generic name ‘ Deity ’ being scarcely 
used in common parlance, the meaning of the term would always remain 
unknown (if its denotation were to rest entirely upon Mantra and Brahniana 
texts). 

For these reasons we conclude thM Deities are those who are Siihta- 
bhCtk (to whom Hymns are addressed) and Havirbhdh (Recipients of offerings). 

‘‘ Who are ‘ ’ ? ” 

Those to whom h.^nnns like the following are addressed — ‘ Imam stoma- 

marhate, etc vayantavaA (Rg-Veda) — and ^Havirhhdk^ are those 

who are mentioned as the recipients of offerings, in texts like — ‘ Agneya- 
masfdkapdlam nirvapet ’ (‘ One should offer the cake baked on eight pans, 
to Agni'^); ^ Agnisofniyamekadashakapdlam'' (‘One should offer the cake 
baked upon eleven pans, to Agni-8orn>a^). 

Says the Opponent — “ If recipients of offerings are ‘ Deities then, 
‘even Pans are ‘ Deities ’ ; as these also (containing the offerings) are ‘ re- 
cipients of offerings 

To meet this, that ‘ recipient of offerings ’ should be the ‘ Deity ’ for whose 
sake the offering is made. — Similarly with ‘ SuJciahhdh \ [it being that to 
whom Hwnns are meant to be addressed]. In this sense we find the term 
‘ Devafd ’ (‘ Deity ’) used, in such expressions as — ‘ Agnidevatyam suktam ’ 
[‘ Hymn addressed to Agnif^ ; in the same way we have the expression 
‘ Agnidemtyam havlh ’ [‘the offering to Agni ’]. Similarly with such expres- 
sions as ^ Atithidevafyam^ (‘offered to the guest’), ^ Pltrdevatyam^ [‘offered 
to Pitrs^]. — Thus the character of ‘Deity’ becomes applicable to all those 
lacings that are spoken of as those ,to whom anything is offered, — be they 
corporeal or incorporeal, sentient or insentient ; — and in this way the use 
of the generic term ‘ deitj’' ’ would also become explicable. 

“ What if itds so ? ” 

If it is so, then that being becomes the ‘ Deity ’ of an offering, by w^hose 
name the Sacrifieer makes the determination ‘I shall present the offering 
to so and so 
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‘•If that be SO, then naturally,- the Deity AgnrmBiy be mentioned by 
any one of its several names.’’’ 

The answer to this is as follows :—This would be so if the term ‘ agni ’ 
were meant to be uttered for the purpose of bringing about the notion of agni, 
Fire, — and this thing, were meant to be connected with the offering. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, the term 'agni" is 
not pronounced for the purpose of bringing about the notion of the thing, 
Firey it is only when the purpose in view is meant to be served by the 
thimj, that the word is used for bringing about the notion of that tiling ; 
in a case however, where there is no need for the thing, — and where the 
purpose is meant to be served by the word only, it is the word alone wdiose 
idea should be brought about for that purpose. — ^Then again, it is not in its 
material form that the Deity helps the accomplishment of the sacrifice, — it 
does so in its verbal form; just as the Adhvaryu helps it with his hands, 
so the Deity helps it with the namo. Just as when, in accordance with the 
injunction — ' HotuJi pdncmi dnirlepenopastfrmti — though the action bears 
directly upon his hands, yet it is the Hotf priest himself that is regarded as 
helping the sacrifice, — in the same manner, even though help is rendered 
by the Deity tluough the name connected with itself, yet it is the Deity 
itself that is regarded as helping the sacrifice. So that, even though what is 
enjoined is the Deity as helping the sacrificej yet what enters into the consti- 
tution of the sacrifice is the word (name, connected with the Deity).— Thus 
then, the word (‘ agni ") is not pronounced for the purpose of bringing about 
the notion of the thing denoted by it, Fire, Nor woxild it be right to take the 
word as denoting the thing and then, tlirough that denotation, to supply 
the name itself. As that would involve an indication per indication (a very 
complicated process). What happens really is that it is the word (name) 
that is connected with the offering, and through its connection with the 
name, the thing (Fire) also comes to be recognised as the Deity, So that the 
Deity is that being whose name is connected with the ofiering in the sense 
that the Differing is intended for it ; and the act is recognised as being done 
in reference to the thing denoted (Fire), only when it is found that it is not 
possible for the offering to reach the word. In the case in question, how^ever, 
it is possible for the action to take place in reference to the Word itself. 
Hence we conclude that the word is not pronounced for the purpose of 
bringing about the notion of the thing denoted (Fire). This is what has 
been thus explained by the VrttiJcdra — ‘ The notion of the thing denoted is 
not preceded by the word ; hence the existence of the thing is established 
(as apart from the word) ’.—Thus then, the connection of the offering being 
with the word ' agni\ there can be.no possibility of the use of ' SlmcliF 
and the other names of Fire. Hence when thd Mantra comes to indicate 
the Deity, it must make use of that word which occurs in the Iniunetion. 

Says the Opponen1>—^* In that case it is the word that becomes the 
Deity.” 

Amwer — This is an idea that it is not for us to refufe ; because such 
an idea, if expressed, does not militate against our view ; on the contrary 
it lends all the more strength to the view that ‘ SJmchi ’ and the other 
names of Fire should not be used. 
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StJTRA (24). 

Iisr ALL OTHEE MaNTEAS THE SAME TEEM IS HSEB, ; , HEXCE THAT .IS THE 
NAME THAT IS EOTOTB' EYEEYWHERE. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also, when the Deity comes to be spoken of, 
the term used should be the same as that occurring in the Tiijunction ; — 
For what reason ? ” — ^In the Mantras, there is the same one word, wiiieh 
is the word occurring in the Injunction ; that same word is found to l^e 
used everywhere in comiection with all such (dative) syllables as (a) ' Hpdjf 
(6) ‘ and (c) ^ Svdhd \' — ^For instance, (a) in comiection with "" a%)dt\ 

we find the text — ‘ Apdt agneh priyd pnyd dhdmdn% etc.’ ; — (b) in connection 
with ‘ ujjiti \ we have the text— ‘ Agnefujjitimannjjesam^ ate.’ -and (c) 
in connection with ‘ svdhd % we have the text — ® Svdim agnim svdhd somam \ 
— ^Thus then, inasmuch as in every case the term used is the same ‘ agni ’ 
(or ‘ Soma ’ or ‘ Indra ’), there is no room for the rise of any alternative 
names; — this is just as we have argued above. 

From all this it follows that in the matter of the Mantra indicating the 
Deity, it should he done by means of the term that is contained in the Infunctio?i. 


Adhikarana (16) : Even in the case of ‘ Transference ’ 
the deity should he spoTcen of hy the term occurring 
in the Injunction. 

SUTRA (25). 

SlMILAELY IK THE STOSEQUENT PEOCBEDINOS ; BECAUSE IT HAS THE 
SAME FOB ITS AEOHETYPB. 

Bhdsya. . 

There is the Charu-offering ldAdi down in the te^t — ^Desiring Bralimie 
glory one should offer cooked rice to Surya \ Of Surya^ there are many 
names — ‘ Surya % * Aditya \ ' Bhdshara \ Samtr \ ‘ Divdhara \ 

The question therefore that arises is— Tn the Mantras indicating Surya 
as the deity, may the deity be mentioned by any one of the several names ? 
Or by the name ‘ Surya ’ only, wMch occurs in the Injunction of the 
offering ‘i 

The Purmpaksa is as follows: — At the Archetype, the Mantras that 
were used contained the term ‘ Agni^ these same MaMras are admissible 
at the Saurya, according to the General Law, and they contained the name 
^ Agm\ not ^ Surya'; — ^further, the term \Siirya' is fouritl in connection 
with the " Charii\ not in connection with. ^ {'a.pdt\ ^ svcihd' 

and the like) ; — hence the Mantras should be modified in accordance with 
the real state of things, — and it is the object Sim {Surya) that should be 
spoken of in them ; — this can be done by any one of the several words 
denoting the Surya (Sim). Hence there can be no restriction as to any one 
name being used. — It has to be borne in mind that what form the subject- 
matter of this Adhikarana are those Archetypal Mantras which contain the 
term ‘ Agni \ not those that do not contain that word.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Similarly in the 
subsequent proceedings, — i.e. at the Ectype, — because it has that for its Arche- 
type, ..Just as, at the Archetype, so at the subsequent proceedings of the 
Ectype also — the Mantras are to be used in obedience to the General Law, — 
because it has that for its Archetype, At the Archetype, the term ‘‘"Agni' 
was used in the sense of the term as used in the injunction, — not in the 
sense of the object, Fire ; so in the case in question also, because it has 
that for its Ai’chefcype, the Mantras that are used should be used in, the 
sens© of the terms occurring in the injunction. — The connection too 
of the t&rm A Surya' is not with the ' Chai'u' but with the performance; 
tlie se7ise is that ‘ the thing should be dedicated to Surya and tliis is con- 
nected with the performance ; the sense is not that the ‘ Charu ' is what is 
dedicated to Surya ; because the case-ending used is the Accusative, which 
is related to the verb. — From all this it follows that at the Ectype also, the 
Mantras used should contain the term ‘ Sunja ' only. 


Adhikarana. (17) : At the ‘ Fire-instattation \ ‘ Agni ’ 
should he spoken of along with the qimlifications. 

SOTRA (26). 

When the Aechetypal deity is spoken of with qualifications, 
IT should be spoken of along with those 
qualifications. 

Blidsya. 

There is the ‘ Fire -installation laid down in tl.ie text — ' One who 
imo wing thiis installs the Fire’. In connection with tliis, certain " Pava- 
mdna-o&ermgs^ have been laid down in the text — 'One should offer the cake 
baked on eight pans to Agnl’Pavmndna, to Agni-PCivaha and to Agni- 
Shuchi \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Shonld the deity Agni 
be sj)oken of along with the qualifications Pavamdna% ‘purifying’,. 
‘ Pdvaka \ * purifier % ' Shuchi \ ‘ pure ’) ? Or without the qualifications ? 
— [At the Archetype the Deity mentioned is simply ^ Agni \ without any 
qualifications.] 

The most reasonable view that presents itself (as the Siddhdnia) is that 
the Deity that has been spoken of at the Archetype, without any quali- 
fications, should (at the Ectype) be spoken of as with the mentioned 
qualifications. 

SUTRA (27). : 

[PtJBVAPAKSA view] — '' R.EALLY THEBE SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION ; 

AS ONLY THUS WOULD THEBE BE NO DISAPPEABANCE OF THE 
OBJECT AND THE WOBD, AS IN THE CASE OF THE. 

.SUBSTANCE.” ■ 

BMsya. 

“ Verily, there should he no modification ; — ^i.e. Agni should be spoken 
of without any qualifications. — ^---Because only thus tvould there be 
no disappearance of the object and the word ; Le, in this way, the object (Fire) 
and the word (' Agni ’ ) both remain undisturbed ; Agni is the same as Pava- 
rnCina, the same as Pdvaka, the some b>b Shuchi, So that the deity that has 
to be mentioned, becomes mentioned even without adding the qualifications 
(‘ pavamdna \ ‘ pdvaka % and ‘ shuehi - ) ;—-as in the case of the substance ; i.e., 
in the text ' The barren she -goat is sacred to all deities ; desiring prosperity, 
one should sacrifice it to Vayu % the offering is spoken of in connection with 
the ‘ barren she-goat and yet in the Ectype, the Mantra used contains 
the simple word ' Qhhdgd ’ (‘ she-goat’, without the qualification ‘ barren 
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on the ground that the object (animal) and the word both remain intact. 
The same should be done in the case in question, — ^From all this it follows 
that the Deity should be spoken of without qualifications.’' 

StJTEA (28). 

[FCktabaksa amtrerei] — ^The deity should be spoken op as en- 

.lOINBD ; BECAUSE IT DOES NOT ENTER INTO THE BODY. OP THE 
SACRIFICE, IN ITS MATERIAL FORM IIT ENTERS INTO IT ONLY 
IN THE VERBAL FORM V; IF- TT'- WEBB .NOT .MENTIONED 
ALONG WITH THE'- : QUALIFICATIONS, THEN THE 
TEXTS SPEAKING OF : THE QUALIFICATIONS 
WOULD.'"' BE ^ MEANINGLESS. 

BMsya. 

In fact, the (hiiy should be spohen of as enjoined, — i.e. along with qualifica- 
tions. — “ Why ? ” — Because the deity does not enter into the body of the sacrifice, 
in its material form; i.e. the deity does not enter into the material constitution 
of the sacrifice ; it has been already explained that it is not in its material 
form that the Deity helps the sacrifice. If it had entered into the sacrifice 
in its material form, then, Pammcma also woiild have been denoted by the 
term ^ag7ii\ and in that case the qualification pavamdna'') need not 
have been mentioned. — In- -what-; way* then .does the Deity . help, in . the 
sacrifice ? deity eMers\4nto\thS:Sacrifl€e in its verbal form, ■; it is the 

eomiection between the word denoting the . deity nnd the .o.flering that is 
directly asserted by the text; that word has to be mentioned with 'wliich 
the offering is connected ; and it has to be' pointed out that ‘ in this manner 
is this emmection brought about ’.-—If the qualification were not mentioned 
at all, then the mention of these qualifications in the text would be 
meaningless. The word is mentioned in the text only with a view to point 
out how it should be uttered ; under the circumstances, if the qualification 
were not connected, — the mention of the qualification .would be absolutely 
futile. — ^Frbm all this it follows that the deity should be mentioned along 
with the qualifications. 

StJTEA (29). 

In the case of substances, —inasmuch as they enter into the 

BODY OP THE SACRIFICE IN- THEIR MATERIAL FORM, THERE WOULD 
EE NO MODIFICATION XN THE SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF 
THE STRENGTH. 

Bkdsya, 

It has been argued above that— “ as in the case of substances, — in the 
text ‘ The barren she-goat is sacred to all deities, — desiring prosperity, one 
should sacrifice it to Vdyu ^^ the original sacrifice having been enjoined 
with the term ‘ barren she-goat % when the Mantra comes to be used at the 
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Ectype the word used is simply she-goat * (without the qualification of 
' barren ’).** — ^This has got to be refuted. Our answer to this is as follows— 
111 the case of substances, it us only right that it should be so, as they enter 
into the body of the sacrifice that us, .the substance becomes a constituent 
part of the sacrifice; so that if the substance (animal) is sacrificed — be it 
barren or not barren, — it is understood to be spoken of by the word 'she- 
goat ’ ; hence the tiling being a means of accomplishing the sacrifice, even 
when there is no modification {in the way of the mention of qualifications), 
tlie denotative force of the sentence is quite explicable ; hence in that case, 
the animal could be mentioned without qualifications, for the piupose of 
obeying the General Law. — ^In the case in question, on the other hand, as 
the Deity enters into the sacrifice in its verbal form, a modification should 
be made of what comes in under the General Law. 



Adiukarana ( 18 ): At the ‘Ajyabhdga-qffering’, in con- 
nection -with ' F ire-installation \ the Deity is to be 
spoken of without 

StJTRA (30). 

.[PtBVAPAKS^^^ TERM BUBHAl^VAK ’ SHOULD BE ■ TREATED LIKE 

THE TERM ' PAVAMiNA BECAUSE IT DEMOTES A PECULIAR 

quality/’ 

* BMsya. 

There is the Fire -installation, laid down in the text — ‘ One who knowing 
this installs the Fire’ ; at tliis rite there are the Pammcma offerings laid 
down in the text — ‘ One should o:ffer the cake baked on eight pans to Agni- 
Pavamdna^ to Agni-PdvaJca, to AgniBhucki ’ ; — at this there are the two 
^ Ajyabhaga -offerings in regard to which we read — ‘The Agnm/a should 
be made hvdhanvdn^ and the Saumya should be made Pdvahavdn \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should Agni be mentioned 
with the qualification Cbudlianvdn^) ? Or without the qualification ? 

In this connection the point to be considered first is — Does tke^term 
‘ bmlhanvdn ’ indicate the deity or the Mantra ?— -If it indicates the deity, 
then Agni shoiiicf be mentioned with the qualification ; while if it indicates 
the Mafitra^ then Agni should be mentioned without the qualification. 

The Purmpaksa is as follows— “ should be mentioned with the 
qualification ; hence we explain the term Chndhamdn^) indicating the 
deity. — ^Why ? — Because Mantras appear in the texts in their own form 
(and are recognisable as such), hence any- injunction of them would be 
superfluous ; the Deity however is not so recognisable, and hence the in- 
junction of the deity serves a useful purpose. When it is said that \Ag?ii 
should be made hudhanvdn\ the -Agneya can heeome ^ hudkanmn ^ only 
if the Deity has the qualification of being ‘ hvdhanmt \ — From tliis it follows 
that the Deity should be mentioned along with the qualification; — just as 
in the case of the Pavamdna is spoken of as ^ pavamdna'' (see 

foregoing AdMka/rana\ — so in the present case also, the specification of 
the peculiar qualification that we find in the expression ‘ agnirhudhanvdn ’ 
serves a useful purpose only if the said qualification is mentioned. — 
Prom all this we conclude that Agni should be mentioned with the quali- 
fication.” 



1*833 


'/ABHYlYA: %■. .PlBA IV, ADHIKAEANA'. (18)y 

StJTEA (31). 

[SiDBHAHTA]— INASMUCH AS ' THE TEEM; TNBICATBS . A .^.BAETICH^ 

Mantea, theee shdhlB: be' ]^o.amobificatio;h';to, :'th^ 

OF THE Deity, 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right .. that the Deity should be mentioned with the qualifica- 
tion it should, as a matter of fact, be mentioned without the' qualification. 
In, this eonnec.tion,, they offer the explanation that the term (‘ hiidhanvdn *) 
indicates a .particular ManWa, — How :? ’’-—In .' reality, the tterm clearly 
indicates the form of a particular Jf an/m ; what the sentence ‘ the Agmya 
should be made Inid/^^anmn ’ means is that ‘ that thing which is related 
to a ' particular .Agm;..' should, be, made ^-'hhdl^anrdn:''’, —it does not mean that 
" Agni should be made 6nd/iant?dn ”, If were made hudhanvan^\ 

then lyould be the deity, and in that case we could not 

have the term ‘‘ J*gn%a” with the nominal affix’, as it would be incomplete 
(containing only half the name oi the deity Bttdhanvdn-Ag^^^ Nor would 
it be possible to have the nominal affix to this conjunct name, as Nominal 
Affixes are not added to terms with qualifications ;—nor would it be right 
to bring in thfe qualification after the Nominal Affix had com© in ;- — from all 
this it, follows that ‘ hudhanmn ’ cannot be a qualifi,catioii oi Agni* — ‘‘ What 
then is it that is specified.,, as ^ bttdhanvdn The Agmya mantra is 
^budha% hence it the Agneya-sacriflce thsit is ' hudhanvdti ^ (using the 
mantra ^bicdJia^); this ^ budha-mantra'* being the following — ' Agnim 
stamina hodhaya samidhdno ammtyam^ [where the word ^hodhaya" occurs, 
and it is tliis that gives the name ‘ hudha ’ to the maMra},' — Or the mantra 
itself may be taken to be construed in the sentence ‘ Agneya is budhanvdn 

It has been argued that ‘‘ the mantra is recognised in its own form 
and hence does not need to be enjoined ”, — The answer to tliis is as follows : — 
If that were so, then any mantra that contains the wprd speaking of Agni 
might be recognised as to b© used ; and hence it is with a view to negative 
this possibility that the text says * the biidhanvdn should be used ’ — i.e, the 
mantra ' Agnim stomena hodhaya^. Such being the case, the term C^hmlhan- 
van ’ ) is not a qualification of the deity ; and hence the deity should be 
mentioned without the qualification; this would also be in keeping with 
the General Law [as at the archetype, the deity is spoken of without 
qualifications]. 



Abhika-Bana ( 19 ): (a) In the ^ cow-sacrifice \ the cow 

should be spoken of by means of the term ^ Usrd\ which 
is contained in the Injtmction—{b) In the ^ Prsaddjya 
homa \ the tree should he spoken of by means of 
the term ‘ Vanaspati\^ which is contained 
^ in the Injunction. 

StJTRA (32}. 

[PtJBVAFAKSA]—' I nasmuch as at the Abohetype, there is 

BIFFEREHCE BETWEEN THE InJUNOTIOK AND THE MaNTRA, 

THEBE SHOULD BE DIEFEBENOB AT THE ECTYPB ALSO ; 

AS THIS HAS THAT FOR ITS ARCHETYPE. 

BMsya, 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; in connection with which w© read — 
(A) ‘ The Cow should be sacrificed, and the Goat, dedicated to Agni-Boma \ 
— Of the Cow, ‘ go there are several names — ‘ usra % ‘ usriyd \ ‘ ahl ‘ main 
‘ aditi \ ‘ ild \ Hence there arises the following question — ^In the mantras 
at the cow-sacrifice, is the cow to be mentioned by any on© of these several 
terms ? Or must it be mentioned by that term alone which has appeared 
in the Injunction ? — (B) Similarly we read ‘ With Prsaddjya one sacrifices 
to ITanaspati^ ; of the Vanaspati, ‘ tree there are several names — ‘ vrksa * 
* pddapa \ ^ druma ^ ‘ 7iaga * ; hence there arises the question — ^In the mantras 
at the Vanaspati-sacrlfice, is the tree to b© mentioned by any one of the 
several terms ? Or must it be mentioned only by that term which appears 
in the Injunction ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows:— (A) “The Cow may be spoken of by 
any one of the several terms.^ — Why ^—Because at the Archetype there is 
difference between the Injunction and the Mantra as a matter of fact, we 
find a dift'erence in the terms used in the Injunction and in the Mantra: For 
instance, the Injunction is in the form — ^ Y o dihslto yadganlsomlyam pashu^ 
7ndIabMta^ (where the word used for the animal is ""pashu'), — ^^vliile the 
Mantra used is in the form—* Chhdgasya vapdyd medaso^fiubruhi ’ (where 
the term used for the animal is \Ghhdga '). — In the case in question also 
(i.e. of the Cow-sacrifice, which is an Ectype of the Agmso?nlya) what has 
appeared at the Archetype is rendered admissible by the General Law ; — 
and at the Archetype what has appeared is a difference in the terms used 
in the Injunction and in the Mantra strictly in accordance with the 
General Law, then, the term to be used at the Ectype also should be 
‘ chhdga * (as at the Archetype) ; — ^but it is impossible to apply that term 
to the Oow ; — ^it is quite possible, however, to admit the general princij^Ie that 
there may be difierence between the term used in the Injunction and that 
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used in the Mantra ; — hence w& conclude that in the case of the Cow-sacrifice, 
the Cow may be spoken of in the Mantras by any one of the ssmonyme, 
‘ usrd ’ and the rest. — ^(B) Similarly (in regard to the Vanaspaii^sacrifice), 
we find that at {the Sms^kfi-sacrifice, which is) the Archetype, the Injunction 
is Agnim svistahrtam yajati ’ (where the Deity is spoken of by the con- 
junot term ^ AgmSm§pakrt^)f — ^while the Mantra reads as — ^ Prthi devamu- 
sJmto yavistha .... pe daivya rtvijastebhiragne tvam hotrrndmasyd yajistha * 
(where the Deity is spoken of by the simple term ‘ agni ’) ; so that a dif- 
ference has been made between the Injunction and the Mantra ; — ^the 
Vanaspati‘Sacrific& is an Ect37pe of the Svistahrt-sacriflce, as is going to be 
explained under the Sanharsa ;- — Whence (according to the General Law) at 
the Vanaspati-sacriftcef them should be a difierence between the Injunction 
and the Mantra, From this we conclude that Tree may be spoken of by 
any one of the several names of the Tree ; — ^because it has the Svistakrt- 
sacrifice for its Archetype.*’ . 

SUTRA (33). 

[Sibbhanta] — In fact, the term bseb shoblb be the ohe tjsed 

BEFORE ; BECAUSE THEBE CAH BE NO TBAHSFEBBEB IHJUHOTIOFr OF 
AOTTHIHG BIFFEBEHT. 

Bhd§ya, 

The thing must be mentioned by the same term that has been used 
before; — ^i.e. the Cow should be spoken of by the term ‘ ward ’ ; as it is 
tliis term that has been used in the Injunction-— ‘ Usrdyai vapdyai medaso^- 
nuhruhi 

Says the Opponent — “This is only a Mantra- text ; there is no such 
declaration. as that ® the Cow should be spoken of by the term usrd ’ ; on the 
other hand, the General Law is a declaration to the effect that ‘ the animal 
should be spoken by a term different from that used in the Injunction’.” 

Answer — ^It is not so ; because the General Law does not declare the 
admissibility of the said difference ; there is no General Law to the efiect 
that ‘ whatever is there at the Archetype should be there at the Ectype 
also’; what the General Law does is to indicate the admissibility, at the 
Ectype, of that which has been declared by the Injunctive Word as to be 
done at the Archetype, and which does not come in there by implication. 
It is nowhere declared that ' at the Archetype there should be difference 
between the Injunction and the Mantra^ ; — ^what happens is that it is laid 
down that the Mantra used should be ‘ Ghhdgasya vapdyai rmdasonuhruhi 
and the difierence (between the term ^ chhdga ’ used here and the term 
^pashu^ as in the Injunction) comes in by mere implication. Thus, the 
use of the term ‘ chhdga ’ is laid down by Direct Assertion, while the difference 
between the Injunction and the Mantra comes through indirect indication ; 
— ^and whenever there is a doubt as between Direct Assertion and Indirect 
Indication, the former is more acceptable than the latter. — (A) From all 
this we conclude that the Cow should be spoken of, not by any one of the 
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several synoiiyms, blit by the term aflone? on the strength of the 

Mantra4ext.^ — ^(B) Similaxly in connection with the Prsadajya, the Deity 
should be spoken of by that same term which has been used in the Injunction 
as mentioning the Deity. Nowhere has it been laid down that ‘ there should 
be a difference made between the Injunction and the Mantra ’ ; — hence the 
Tree slioiild be spoken of by the term ^ Vanaspatl ’ only. 



Adhikarana (20) : At the ‘ Avahhrtha ’, Agni and Varu^ 
should he spoken of along with the qualifying 
term svistakrt \ 

SUTRA (34). 

[PUBVAPAii.SA] — ‘'T he deity ‘ SvlsTaket ’ being dueebent, that 

TEEM SHOULD BE EXCLUDED EEOM THE NAME OF THE DEITY.” 

Ehasya. 

There is the Avahlirtha-sacrifice, laid down in the sentence— ‘ They 
perform the Avabhrtha by Differing the cake baked on one pan to Varima ’ ; 
in connection with this, it is laid down — ‘ Offers the saerhice to Agm-Varuna 
svistahrt\ : . 

Ill regard to this, there arises the question. — ^In the M antra ^ is the term 
used for the Deity to be accompanied by the term ^ svistakrt^ ? Or to be 
not accompanied by the term " svistaJcrt \ "i — The point to be considered is 
tills : — Is \svistakrt ’ a conventional term (having its denotation independent 
of its etymology) ? Or, it is not conventional, but figurative, having its 
denotation determined by its etymology, as ‘ svistam hrtava^i \ ‘ one who has 
done good ’ ?— If it is conventional, the Deity should be spoken of without 
the term " svi§tahrt ’ ; if it is etymological, then it is to be spoken of with 
that term ^svistahrt \ . 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows “ The term is conventional, not etymolo- 
gical. — ^Why ’—Because till the time of the sacrifice the Deity has not done 
any good, and yet it is at the time of the sacrifice that it is called ^ svisfakri \ 
as declared in the text ‘ Offers the {sacrifice to Svistakrth — Neither the accent 
nor any embellishment becomes affected by any partial qualification. In 
fact it is Agni itself that is spoken of as ' svistakrt ’ ; as between the two, 
Agni and Varuna, it is Agni that has done good. Thus then, when the word 
is purely conventional, the Deity should be mentioned without the term 
" svistakrt \ — Why ? — Because the term (conventionally, not etymologically) 
denotes Agni, and not Agni- Varuna ; and hence at the Ectype, as the Deity 
is not Agni (but Ag^ii- Varuna), the term ^ svistahrt^ must be excluded from 
the name of the Deity. — ^From all this it follow^s that the Deity should be? 
spoken of without the term ^ svistakrt ^."* 

SCTEA (35). 

[Siddhanta] — Ik beality, the teem : should be pbesekt ; because 

THE MEAKIKG IS APPLICABLE, AKD THE KAME IS BASED 
UPON ACTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the Deity should be spoken of without the term 
' sviMakrt " ; in fact, the Deity should be spoken of with the term ‘ svistakrt ’ ; 
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with this view we offer the following explanation ; The name is secondaryj 
etymological I — one is called ^ 8vi§tahrt^ on account of his having done good 
{smstahara'mt} ; and when a meaning is actually understood from a term, it 
cannot bo right to deny its denotation by it ; in fact, from the constituent 
factors of the term * svistakrt * it is clear that its application is based upon 
the performance of some act. Then again, the term as a whole is never 
used in the sense of Fire (Agni), it is not recognised, in ordinary parlance, 
as being denotative of Fire ; — Whence it cannot be regarded as a converdional 
term, — Such being the ease, the Deity should be spoken of along with the 
term ‘ svis^hrt * ; — specially because the meaning is applicable ; i.e. the deities 
‘ Agni’Yarwm ’ have been spoken of in the sense of ‘ Agni % in the sentence 
‘ Agm-varwmu svi^tahrtau yajati ’ ; and on account of the presence of the 
action (signified by the term ^ svi^tahrt^) this term ^ svistakrt^ is capable of 
signifying Agni-VaruTm. — ^From all this it follows that the Deitj^ should be 
spoken of along with the term ‘ svi§takrt\ 

It has been argued that — “ the term means ‘ one who has done good ^ 
while Agni has not actually done any good at the time of the sacrifice.*’ 

Our answer to this is that under our view, it is only the past character 
of the act that would bo wanting ; while under your view, the past character 
as well as what is signified by the verbal root and its prefix would all be 
wanting. Further, Agni may be regarded m having already done good^ in 
view of what has been done at previous sacrifices (at all of which Agni has 
been helpful). 



Adhikabana ( 21 ) : ■ In connection with the ^ Agnisomlya- 
miimahsacrifice \ throughout the performances, Agni 
should he spoken of hy the term ^ agni 
ivithout any qualifications. 

SUTRA (36). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — W hen of an object with QUALmCATIONS, THE 

QtTAEIFICATION IS DROPPED, IT SHOULD ' BE SPOKEN OF IN THE ' ' 

Mantras AS BEFORE.’’ 

Bhasya. 

At the Soma-sacrifice, there is the A -animal-sacrifice, as laid 
down in the text — ‘ Agnlsomlyasya vapaya praclmrydgnlsomlyam pashu- 
^niToddshmicmunirmpati ^ ; in connection with the Bvisiakrt-offering at this 
sacrifice, the Cjualifying term (‘ svi^f alert ’) is dropped, and the injunction reads 
simply as ‘ A^mm 2/a;/ai5& ’ (‘ sacrifices to Agm ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -Is it at the Svi^tahrt- 
sacrifice alone that the qualifying term is to be dropped, and in the other 
Manillas it is to be used as at the Archetype (i.e. along with the qualifying 
term ^ svistaJert ’) Or is the qualifying term to be omitted throughout the 
animal-sacrifice? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows When we find that, of Agni, who has 
the qualification of being ‘ this qualification has been dropped, — 

we assert that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at that 
action in connection with which it has been dropped in the texts ; that is, 
as a matter of fact, it is only in connection with the sacrifice (svisfahrt) 
that the text says ^ Agnim yajatV (omitting the qualifying term '' svistahft^)i 
so that the omission of the qualifying term being fmmd in connection with 
that sacrifice, — ^if it were to be omitted in all the Mantras, then something 
would be done for which there is no authority in the scriptures ; and there 
is as much wrong involved in doing what has not been laid down in the 
scriptures as there is in omitting to do what is laid down in them. — ^Henc© 
we conclude that there should be omission of the qualifying term only at 
the one sacrifice, not in all the Mantra-texts,^^ 

SUTRA (37). 

'[Siddhanta]"— In REALXTy,:iTa be throughout; as the whole 

FORMS ONE ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, it should he throughout*, i.e. in the Mantras, whenever Agni 
happens to be spoken of along with the term ‘ svistaJert \ this qualifying 



1840 


SHABARA-BHA^YA : ^ 

term should be omitted , — Why t-^Because the whole forms one act ; the 
qualifying term cannot be omitted at the /S'?^i«.^^r^<5acr(/?ce only, but tlirough- 
out the entire sacrificial performance.— -How so ? — -The text \ Agnim yajati ^ 
speaks of the performance ; wMch means that the qualifying term should be 
omitted at the performance of the Bvistahrt-sacrifir^^ and as a matter of fact, 
all those other Mantras which contain the term ^ smstakrt ’ may be regarded 
as so manv " SvisfahH-sacriflces", there should be omission of the 

qualifying term throughout the performance. 



Adhikabana (22) : At tM ‘ Anuydjas ^ the Svistakrt- 
sacrifice ’ is an ' act of Embellishment \ 

SUTRA;, (38). 

At THE ' AnUYAJA THE SviSTAKRT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS AN 

INTEGRAL FACTOR, BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PUEPOSE 
SERVED BY USEFUL ACCESSORY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

There are the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ; — at these, is performed 
the Svistakrt’SacHfim^ laid down in the text — ‘ At the AnuyajaSf one sacrifices 
to Agni-Svistahrt\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the SvlstalcH-sacrifice 
help the Anuydjas directkf ^ Or is it onlj^ an ‘embellishment’ (helping 
indirectly) ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ It helps the Anuydjas directly. — Why ? 
—It is a well-known fact that the function of actions is to help things 
directly ; as it is only thus that the well-established entity serves the purpose 
of sometliing still to be accomplished; — and the injunction also of the 
sacrifice in question is by Direct Assertion. Under the other view, some- 
tliing yet to be accomplished would serve the x^nrpose of a well-established 
entity (which is absurd), and the injunction would be through Syntactical 
Connection. — ^From this we conclude that the Smstakrt-sacrifice helps the 
Anuydjas directly.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — The Svistakrt 
should he regarded as an integral factor, not something external.— “ What 
is the meaning of ^ dvapika'" (integral) The space between the Ajya- 
hhdga and Smstahrt is ‘ dvdpa^, and that wliich comes in during that interval is 
^ dvdpiha ’ ; in contrast to ‘ dvdpika ’ is ‘ tdntriJca wliich latter name applies 
to the Anuydja, That winch is the Deity of the SvistaJcri, that same is the 
principal Deity, and that also is the integral factor; it is for this reason 
that the Svistakrt has been called ‘ dvdpika ‘ integral — Such being the 
case, the sacrifice must be an act of embellishment ; thus alone does it become 
useful, helping the Agni wliich serves a useful purpose. — Then again, sub- 
sidiaries are of two kinds — dradupakdraka, External, those that help from a 
distance [i.e. from outside, and are exterior to, not the integral part of, 
the main sacrifice], and sdmavdylka, Irhternal, ih.o^e that form integral parts 
of the sacrifice ,•* and the Internal subsidiaries are more important than 
the External ones ; because in their case the injxmctioii is direct, while 
in that of the other, the Syntactical Connection would have to be wdth a 
sentence not before the eyes (remote). — Hence we conclude that the Svistakrt- 
sacrifice is an act of embellishment. 



^■'Am^mAnAi^k ( 23 ) : At the " Darsha-Purmmdsa the 
' Ydjyd' mid ' Puronuvdky a" are acts of Em- 
heUishment 

StJTRA (39). 

fPflB:?AI*AKSA]— ACTION STGKBN- OB'' AS ‘ANVAHA’ f BECITBS ') 

MUST BE BEGABDED , AS A: ® BBINCIPAL ACT ^—LmE THE BE- 
CITING OE THE * ShaSTEA BECAUSE THEBE IS A 
DISTINCT INJUNCTION.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

In connection witli the Darsha-Purnamdsat we read — ‘ Recites the 
Ydjyd ; recites the Puronuvdhyd *. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question — ^Is this reciting of the 
Ydjyd and Puronuvdhyd a ‘ principal act ’ ? Or ‘ an act of embellishment ’ ? 

The Purvupahfa is as follows; — The action spohen of as "‘recites^ 
must he regarded as a principal act,~Whj 'I— Because there is a distinct injunc- 
tion. If it were an act of embellishment, then, inasmuch as from the 
very form of the verses (known m '" Ydjyd ^ and ^ Puronuvdlcyd^) it would 
be clear that they are to be recked, the addition of the word ‘ recites ’ would 
be superfluous. On the other hand, if the reciting is a principal act, then it 
is necessary to add the word ‘ recites * ; as otherwise, it would not be under- 
stood that it is an act that should be done ; hence, inasmuch as the idea 
that it should be done is obtained from Direct Assertion, it must be regarded 
as a Principal Act ; — like the reciting oj the ^Shastra' ; just as the reciting 
of the Shastra and Stotra hymns, being laid down by means of the words 
shamsatV and ^ stautV respectively, has been regarded as a principal act, — 
so should the act in question also be regarded*” 

SUTRA (40). 

[SiBBhInTAJ—In BEALITY, it is an act OE EMBELLISHMENT, BECAUSE 
THE ENJOINED WOBB IS BOB THE BUBPOSE OF 
BEING BECITEB. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the reciting in question should be regarded as an act of 
embellishment (of the Deity). — “ Why ? ” — Because the word that enjoins 
the act is for the purpose of being recited ; that being the visible purpose 
served by it ; and so long as that is there, there can he no reason for assuming 
an invisible (transcendental) result. — Hence the reciting must be an act of 
embellishment. 



^ ADHIKAEAKA ; (23).; 

, It'::iias .been Argued .that, “ the term ‘"recites ’ would be meaningless 
This has got to be refuted.. , , 

SUTRA (43).' 

It '^WOFLI)' BE QUITE EXPLICABLE, AS BEEVIXa ' THE PUEPOSE OE ABBESTG 
OTHEB ACCESSOBY DETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

The expression \anmha^ (‘recites*) would he quite explicable, — ju8ti« 
fiable ; — ^how ? — as serving the purpose of adding 'other accessory details ; — 

■ such as — ‘ He recites the. Ydjyd standing,.he recites the Puromwdhja sitting * ; 
for the purpose of adding these details of standing and sitting, it is only 
right that the ‘ reciting ’ should be reiterated. 

From all this it follows that the reciting of the Ydjyd and of the 
Ptironuvdkyd are acts of embellishment. 



ADHiEAEAiirA (24): In the ^ Manotd\ there is to he no 
‘ Uha^ {Modification). 

SUTRA (42). 

Ik THE ‘ MaKOTI ' 5. THERE SHOULD BE KO MODIFICATIOK, BECAUSE OF 

THE DECLARATIOK. . 

Bhdsya. 

There is the offering of the animal dedicated to Ydyu, laid down in the 
text-— ‘ Desiring prosperity one should kill the white animal dedicated to 
Xrayu \ — At the Agmsotniya'anhnahsacriflceywh^^ is the Archetype of all 
animal-sacrifices, there is used the Manofa-mantra — ' Tvam hyagm prathmno 
rmnotci asyddMyo abhavodasma hotd ' (Taitti. Bra. 3. 6, 10) ; this Mantra 
is indicated by the General Law as to be used at the ectypal animal -sacrifice 
to Vdyu. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Manotd -mantra 
to be modified in accordance with the Deity (e.g. "ague" being changed into 
‘ vdyo ^) ? Or should it be used in its original form, without any modifica- 
tion ? 

The answer is as follows ^So far as the i^chetype is concerned, the 
question that has been raised is not reasonable ; at the Archetype Agm-^owa 
are the Deity ; — the Mantra slso is ‘ dgnsya ’ (‘ recited to Agni ^ inasmuch 
as it is addressed to Agni and contains the term ^ agni’) ; and as it does 
not speak of anything that forms the constituent part of the sacrifice, it 
must be- used in its iTumodified form ; [so that the raising of the question has 
no justification]. 

SayvS the Purvapahsin, in answer to the above — “ It is true that Agnir 
Soma are the Deity at the Archetype; but they are Agni and Sonia ; so that 
Ag?ii alone is not the Deity there; nor is it true that Agni does not form 
a constituent part of the sacrifice ; in fact, that Deity is recognised here 
which is indicated by the conception of Agni. — Now in the case in question, 
it is Vdyu that is mentioned as serving the purposes of the ' Deity ’ ; and 
being mentioned as serving the purposes of the Deity, it also serves that 
purpose of Agni which consists in bringing about the conception of the 
Deity ; hence, as serving the purpose of Agni, it must take in all the charac- 
teristic accessories of Agni, in accordance with Sutra 10. 3. 35. — ^From all 
this it follows that the Manotd-m>antra sliovikd be used (at the Fdgw-sacrifi.ee) 
with such modifications as may be called for by the particular Deity 
concerned.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — In the case of the 
Manoid-mantra, there ^should he no modification, because of the declaration. 
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There is the declaration to the efect that * even when the animal has been 
dedicated to another Deity, the Mamtd-ntantra used must be that related 
to Agni\ And what is there that cannot be done by a declaration ? There 
is nothing too .much for a deolaration.—From ail this we ■ conclude that the 
Manotd-mantra should be used without modification. 



ADHTEABAJirA (25) : The ‘ Kanvaraihantam^-Sdrmn should 
he sung over its own basic verse. 

■ SUTRA (43). 

[Pubvapak§a]— “ The SIman other than Eathasttara which is 

SPOKEN OE IN CONNECTION WITH THE PrSTHA SHOULD BE SXJNG 
OVER THE BASIC VERSE OE THE EaTHANTARA, BECAUSE IT 
IS PRECEDED BY THAT ANB BBCAITSB THE VERSES 
Have BEEN DIEEERENTIATBD.” 

Bha§ya. 

There is the Vaiahyasto^m laid down in the text- — Waiahyo 

vaishyaatomena yajeta^ Vaiahya should perform the V aishyastoma 

sacrifice’];^ — in connection with that sacrifice, we read— ® The Kanvam- 
thantara is the Pr^tJia (Smnan)\—lt has been settled under 9. 2. 48, that the 
^ Kanvarathantara^ is a modification of the two Bamam (Brhat and Eatlian- 
tara). 

In regard to this, there arises the question- — ^Biay the ^ Karivara- 
thantara ’ be sung (a) over the basic verse of either the Brhat ox the Eathani 
tara, without any restriction t Or (5) over the basic verse of the Eathantara 
only 1 Or (c) over its own basic verse ? 

The PurmpaJcsa (a) is that— The General Law does not indicate any 
'restriction; the matter becomes simplified also if there is no restriction, as 
that expedites the performance.” 

In answer to this, wfe have the following Purvapahsa (6) : — “ The Samun 
other than Eathantaror^he. Kai^mrathantaraf — which is spoken of in connec- 
tion with the Prstha'-^shouM be sung over the basic verse of the Eathantara ; 
— ^because the V aishyastoma is preceded by (and has for its Archetype) the 
Jyotistoma, and at the Jyoti§toma, the Bdman has been sung over the basic 
\'erse of the Eathantara. — * But at the Jyotistorm, the Bdman has been smig 
over the basic verse of the Brhat also \ — ^Not so ; because the verses have been 
discriminated; i.e. it is found that there is a discrimination among the 
verses, such as ‘ the basic verse of the Eathantara is adopted ’ and so forth. 
— Fui'ther, the term 'rathantara" is found to be used in the sense of Kanva- 
rathantara ; from which it follows that the Kanvaratha^itara is only a parti- 
cular form of the The If might be taken as some- 

tiling different from the Eathantara, if it did not have the eharacteristies of 
this latter ; — ^but wfiien it does have these characteristics, ' it would be like 
the ‘ Sacrificial Post * ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ the Sacrificial 
Post is of Udumbara wood it is found that the Udumbara-wood has not been 
mentioned in connection with the Archetype, and yet the adjective ^ made 
of Udumbara wood ’ has been regarded as explicable on the basis of the 
presence of certain characteristics ; — so also in the case in question, the 
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name ^ rathaniara ’ md^y be applied to the Kanvarathantara on the basis of the 
presence in the latter of certain characteristics of the former,’* ■ , ' 

SUTRA (44). ■ 

[SiDBHAHTA] — lx REALITY, IT SHOULB BE SIJXG OVER ITS OWK BASIC 
VEBSB ; BECAUSE IT IS ■THE XAME APPLICABLE TO ALL. ' ■ ^ ■ 

BMsya, 

, It is not right that the . should be sung: over the basic 

vers© of the Eatluintam ; it should, in fact, he sung over its own basic 
verse, — Why 2 ^’—Because it is the name applicable io all ; — ^i.©, .the term. 
" denotes thB Sdman marked by all qualifica/tions ; . wMl© the 

name ‘ KanvaratJmntara- m applied to all those Sd?nans only that are equipped 
with a particular prastdva, udgitha, pratihdra, upadrava and nidhana, and 
accompanied by a particular Stobha, Svara, Kola and Ahhydsa ; consequently, 
the basic verse also - must - be' a characteristic mark. — ^Then again, if the 
Kanvaratliantara worn/ Baihardara, it would mean the assumed 
application of the name ^ Matkantara^ to the Kanvarathantara, which is some- 
thing entirely diSarent.— From all this it follows that the Kanvarathantara 
should be: sung over its own basic verse. . ■ . 

SUTRA (45). 

'*It may be as 'IX the case OE the SaOBIEIOIAL POST*^ — THIS IS 

URGED [then the answer is as given in the next 8uiTa\, 



■ If you hold the view that — “the Sdman in- question should, be sung 
over the basic verse of the Rathantara itself, — as it is only thus that the 
presence (in the name ‘ Kanvarathantara ’) of the name * Rathantara ’ could be 
Justified ; because this could be explained only on the basis of the presence 
of the characteristics of the Rathantara, — ^just as in the case of the ‘ Sacri- 
ficial Post ’ (vide under Su. 43) ”, — ^then the answer is as follows ; — 

StJTRA (46). ■ 

That oaxxot be; because it is 'due to the presexoe oe 

EUXCTIOXS. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been suggested cannot be right ; because it is due io the presence 
of functions that a piece of wood comes to be called the ‘ Sacrificial Post ’ ; 
there is no tree in the world that is called * Yupa^ (‘ Sacrificial Post’) ; 
that piece of wood is called ‘ Sacrificial- Post ’ which has undergone certain 
embellishments; hence the name, as found in the sentence ‘the Sacrificial 
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Post is made of Udumhofrawood^, is one based upon certain embellish- 
meiits. In the case in- question however, ■ the term ' If ’ as 
marked by certain well-defined characteristics is a name well known in the 
world ; it is so called, not in the sense of being the ‘ Eatlmntara of the Kanvas h 
because if the term were taken as laying dowm the connection of the Sdman 
either with the character of Mathantara or with Kanva, there would be a 
Syntactical Split, — Hence we conclude that thQ ■ f hanmrathantara ^ 
is a conventional whole (and is not to be treated etymologically); and 
therefore the Sdnian of that name has to be sung over its own basic verse 
(not over that of the Eathantaraf 



Adhikaeana {2.%): The Kamaratlianim^a' is to be sung 
over the km ^ Uttar a ^ verses qf its oimi basic verse. 

StJTRA (47). 

[Pitrvapaksa] — ''Ik view of the katxtbe of "WHAT is to be boke, 

. THE SIKClIlSra OYEB THE ' UtTABI ’ VEESES SHOULD BE AS' AT ■ , 

THE AbCHETYPE.'"’ 

Bhdsija, 

In regard to the Kammmthantara there arises the following 

question — When it is said that ‘ it should be sung over the TJttard verses’, 
is the singing to be done over the \UUardr verses of the basic verse of 
the Rathantara t Or over the ‘ ’ verses of the basic verse of the 

Brhat ? Or over tite ' UttamV verses of the basic verse of the Kanmrathan- 
icmi itself ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “It should be sung over the 
‘ Uttdya^ verses of the basic verses of either the Brhat or the Ratkantara.— 
Wh^r ? — Because only thus does the General Law become obeyed. In this 
case there will be no room for the objection that ‘ the Kanva rathantara 
has its oWTi particular basic verse ’ ; because wdien what is to be done 
appertains to the JJttard verses, the basic verse (of the Kanvarathaniara) 
-has to be abandoned in any case ; hence it is only right that the indications 
of the Context should be followed (and the singing done as suggested above).” 

StJTEA (48). 

[BibdhIkta] — In fact, it should be sung oyeb yebses connected 

tVITH THE SAME DEITY; AS THE ' VeBSE-TBLID ’ CANNOT BE 

SEP ABATED. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Kanvarathantara should be sung over the Uttar d 
verse^s of the basic vers© of either Vhe Rathantara or the Brhat ; — in fact, it 
should be sung over those of its own basic verse. — “ Why ? ” — Because of 
the term ‘ verse-triad ’ ; it has been already explained that the term ' verse - 
triad’ is applied, without reservation, to a set of verses in the same metre 
and related to the same deity ; — hence this Direct Assertion sets aside the 
General Law ; so that the KanvarathamRwa should be sung over the Utiard 
verses of its own basic verse. 



Adhikabana (27) ; At the ‘ Agrdstut sacrifice the ‘ Stotra ’ 
and ' Shastra’ hymns are not modified. 

SCTRA (49). 

The Gets bbutg eelated to anothee deity, — the ‘ Stotea ’ ahd 

THE ‘ ShASTBA ’ SHOULD HOT BE MODIFIED ; BECATTSE THEY 
ABB ACTS. 

Ehasya. 

There is the Shaka sacrifice, Agnistut, in connection with which we 
read — ' Agneyd gmM hhavanti^ Cups are dedicated to Agni^), 

In regard to this, there arises the question — When the Archetypal 
Stotra Sind Shastm hymns come to be used at this Agnisput, are the names of 
deities occurring therein to be modified in accordance with the deities of 
the Agnistut itself ? Or are the original names to remain unmodified ? 

In order to preclude all idea of modification in the case, the Sutra says — 
The Gups being related to another deity ^ the ‘ Stotra ’ mid the ‘ Shastra ’ should 
not be modified^ because they are acts, — i.e. principal acts. 

Question: “ Who is the person who could entertain the notion of there 
being a modification, whose notion the should have sought to set 

aside 

It is that person of dull intelligence who may think that by modifica- 
tion, the mention of the relevant deity would be secured. Teaching 
imparted to persons of dull intelligence also is sometimes fruitful. Further, 
in comparison with some one or the other, all persons may be ‘ of dull 
intelligence 

If this does not satisfy (the questioner), we offer another explanation. 
There is an that has gone before in Adhydya ll (Pdda ii, Sutras 

13-29) which has established the fact that thB Stotra and other hymns are 
‘ principal acts ’ it is the useful purpose served by that Adhikara^ that is 
explained by the present Sutra — The Gups being related, etc, etc. This being 
the reply to the question — “ if the Stotra and Shastra are (subsidiary) acts 
of embellishment, what is the purpose of the Adhikarana 1 the sense 
of the answer is that in that ease, at the Agnistut sacrifice there would be 
modification in accordance with the name of the relevant deity ;— while if 
they are '■principal acts’, thoxL— the Gups being related to another deity, ^ 
'Stotra' and the 'Shastra' shotild not be modified, because they are {principal) 



Abhikaeana,. ( 28) At the ^ Chdturmdsya ' m(wi(fke 
..://;r ' ^:imoc{Mion is be done without '/modifying the^/r/\ 

term ^ djya \ 

SUTRA (50). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (A)]— Ik the case op ' PrsabIjya , as there is 
DRIKKIKG OF BOTH, THEBE SHOULD BE MENTION OF ' CUBD ’ ; 

BECAUSE IN THE MANTRAS THERE IS MENTION OF 
AVHAT IS TO BE DRUNK.'' 

Bfmsya. 

There are the Ghdturmdsya sacrifices laid down in the text — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the sacrifices ’ ; at these the Anuydjas 

are offered, in connection with which it is declared — ‘ Ofers the Anuyaja 
sacrifices with Prsaddjya (Mixed Clarified Butter, — Clarified Butter mixed 
with Curdled Milk) ’ ; — at the Archet;^’pe there is an invocation with the 
Mantra " Devdn djyapdn dvaha^ (‘Invite the Deities who drink Clarified 
Butter ’ ) ; — this same invocation is indicated by the General Law as to be 
done at the sacrifices in question. 

Tn regard to this, there arises the question — At the Ectype (the Clmtur- 
•mdsya) is the invocation to be done without modifying the Mantra in any 
way ? Or should there be modification ? — If there is to be modification, 
should the word ‘ djyapdn ’ be changed into ‘ djyapdn dadhipdn ’ (‘ drinkers 
of Clarified Butter, drinkers of Curd ’ )-~-or into "dadhipdn^ (‘drinkers of 
Curd) — or into ' prstaddjyapdn I / drinkerii of Prsaddjya, mixed Clarified 
Butter ’) ? 

The Purvapahsa (A) is as follows : — There should he mention of the Curd, 
also — i.e. of the Curd and also of the Clarified Butter. — ^Why ? — Because 
there is drinking of both; i.e. both the substances are offered to the deity, 
and the Mantra says that what is ofiered is drunk ; and what is to be drunk 
has been mentioned, at the Archetype, by the word ‘ djyapdn ’ (in the in- 
voking Mantra); — ^in the cagje in question, in place of ‘Clarified Butter’, 
w© find laid down ‘ Curd and Clarified Butter % in the text — ‘ Then he takes 
up the Prsaddjya, which consists of both. Clarified Butter and Curd, — it is 
the couple that, on pairing, becomes productive, — it is this couple therefore 
that becomes productive ’ ; where we find Curd mentioned on the same 
footing as Clarified Butter, Hence both, the Curd as well as Clarified Butter 
should be mentioned in the invoking Mantra,^^ 
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SCTEA (51). 

[Pltbvabaksa (A) refuted]— I n bact, that cannot be ; bbcaxjse it 

IS FOE THE SAKE OE ANOTHERj LIKE THE ‘ MaSTEE OF THE 

SACBIEICE.’ 

Bhdsya. 

It should not be, as suggested above, that Curd should be mentioned 
—Why ? — Because it is for the sake of another ; the substance to be drunk is 
for the purpose of another; he. the substance is mentioned as indicating 
the drinkers ; under the circumstances, if the drinkers have been indicated 
by the mention of the Clarified Butter^ the purpose is duly served, and there 
is no need of indicating them further by the mention of the Curd, — As in the 
case of the "master of the sacrifice' ; in the text ‘Imam yafha^namnyeva yajha- 
patim vardhdn', the term " yajmpati ' {* mmiet of the sacrifice *) has been 
used for the purpose of those men who offer libations, and it is not men- 
tioned for its own sake, and hence is always used in its unmodified form (in 
the singular), and no regard is paid to all the many sacrifieers that may l3e 
there (in any particular case), vSimilarly in the case in question, the sub- 
stance to he drunk is mentioned for the sake of indicating the drinker, and 
not for its own sake ; and hence, inasmuch as the drinkers would be duly 
indicated by any one of the substances, there would be no need for making 
a mention of any other, 

■ SUTH.A (52). 

[Says the Purvapaksin But theee MrsT b.e mention of it. 

BECAUSE THE INVOCATION IS FOB THAT PUBPOSE/' 

Bhdsya, 

‘‘There should be mention of the Curd; and it could not be like the 
‘ master of the sacrifice The term ‘ master of the sacrifice ’ is not used 
for its own sake, it is used for eulogising the Jr/a-cake ; — the invocation 
in question, on tlw other hand, is to serve as a reminder ; and it is necessary 
to remember the drinker as well as the drunk. Hence with a 

view to obeying the General .Law, the other si^hstance to be drunk should also 
be mentioned.” 

. '■:SUTEA.(53). 

[Furvapaksin (Afs argumejit answeredij—l'^ fact, it is not so ; because 

THERE IS A T.ERM DENOTING- AN EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the Curd should not be mentioned ; there is a term denoting 
an emhellisfmeni — of the Clarified Butter — in the text " Prsaddjyena anu- 
ydjan yajati where ‘ prsaddjya ’ means mixed djya ; and the Clarified 
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Butter bc^coines ' mixed ’ when it uiidergoeB an embellishment in the |)rocess 
of hiKruuf ; — and this mixed character is clearly brought about in it b>' the 
CurcL — Hence it is clear that the is meant to serve the totally different 
purpose of l^ringing about tlxe mixed charaicterf and not for being drimhi 
consequently it should not be metitioned. 

SUTRA (54). 

\Tlie Purvapaksin argues agai7i\ — “ Thebe., should be mentiox of it ; 

BECAUSE THE WOBD SIGNIFIES , A SUBSTANCE,’’ 

Bhdsya, 

There should be mention of the Curd-; the Curd is as much a suhstanee 
as the Clarified Butter we have already explained that it is the principal 
factor that is enjoined in the text — ‘Then he takes up the Prsaddjga, etc. 
etc, ’ (See under Su. 50, above), — where the Cuirl as well as the Clarified’ 
Butter liave been enjoined ; the sense being that ‘ the sacrifice is to be offered 
with Curd and with Clarified Butter in fact, the term ' prsadajyaP does not 
denote any different substance fit denotes only and Clarified Butter]; 

— hence it follows that the Curd must be mentioned.’" 

StJTRA (55). 

[SiDDHInTA] — As THE CUBD IS THE SUBOBDINATE FACTOB, THE MANTRAS 
SHOULD SPEAK OF ' DBINKEB OF CLARIFIED BUTTER ’ (ONLY) : 

THE SUBORDINATE CHARACTER OF THE CURD BEING DUE 
TO THE FACT THAT THE TEXT SPEAKS OF THE 
Clarified Butter AS THE PREDOMINANT 

FACTOR, 

Bkdsya, 

It is not true that the Curd stands on the same footing as the Clarified 
Buffer, as regards jiredominance. Because, in the Taking up, it may be equal 
to the Clarified Butter, but not in the offering (at the sacrifice) ; the offering 
has been laid down as to be done unth Clarified Butter, u'liich is mixed; — 
thus, inasmuch as the Text speaks of the Clarified Butter as the predominant 
fa'dor, the Curd should be a subordinate factor, in connection with the 
offering. It is not necessary that what has been asserted in connection with 
Taking up should become asserted in connection with offering- In fact, in con- 
nection with the offering, the Clarified BtMer is indicated by Direct xAssertion, 
as the instrument, — while the would be so indicated only by Syntactical 

C^mnection. — “ Why then should the Curd I.)© taken up at all ? ” — It is 
taken up so that when the Curd is taken up, the mixed^ character of the Clari- 
fied Butter becomes apparent. 

From all tliis it follows that the Mantras should speak of ‘ djyapdh ’ 
(‘drinkers of Clarified Butter’) alone, and there shoxdd be no mention of 
the Curd, 
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SUTRA (56). 

■ [FffBVABAKSA (B)]— ''VeEILY THE UuBI) AIUST BE MENTIONE»:/IT HEIINTI 
, THE .BBBBOMINAHT' FACTOB ; SBE03ALBY BECAUSE THE ClABIFIBB ; 

BUTTEE IS COKHECTEB WITH THE EIEST AHB LAST ^ ' 

OBEBATIOHS.’"' 

BJidst/a. 

It is not right that the Man^ra.5 should speak of ‘ drinkers of Clarified 
Butter ’ and there should be no mention of the Cnrd. As a matter of fact, 
the term to be used in the Mantra should he '' (kidhi'pdn ' (* drinkers of Curd ’ ) ; 
as it is the Curd that is the predominant factor here.— Why ? — Because the 
Clarified Butter is connected with the first aml^ operations ; i.e. the ‘ first ’ 
operation is spread/lng and 'the ' lsst \ is Pouring out i m described in the 
loliowiiig text — ^ Yadi cka satire yajUa dvirupastrnlydt, sakrdktbhighdrayU, 
etc, etc.'" f‘If one is performing the 6'a#m he should spread twice and pour 
out once, etc.’] * and again ‘ Yadi prmrsi yajeta^ etcJ [‘ If one performs tVie 
sacrifice during the rains, he should spread once, and pour out twice’]. — 
This spreading is done for the purpose of keeping something else upon it, 
and hence for the sake of that sometliing else. This is what is expressed 
by the term ^ upastrrbdtV {‘spreads’) and not the mere holding ; because 
as a matter of fact, the term ^ upasprnati ^ is used when, one thing is rendered 
fit for being the substratum of some other thing. Similarly the pouring out 
that the term ‘ abhighdrayatV C pours out ’) expresses is not the mere holding ; 
wliat it is understood to mean is that the pourhig out is done in the presence of 
(in regard to) some other thing,— in order to secure the connection of that 
thing with the Clarified Butter {thsit is poured out). — By reason of these 
two operations — of spreading ?m.d pouring out (with which the Clarified Butter 
is connected), it follows that the Curd is the predominant factor, and the 
Clarified Butter also is subordinate to it.— From this it foilow^s that it is 
the Curd alone that should be mentioned, not the Clarified ButlerP 

SUTRA (57). 

IRefutation of Purvapahsa (B)]— Ih fact, inasmuch as the Clabified 
Buttbb is the fbebominant factob, the mention would 
be fob the sake of qualification, and the tebm 

COULD BE TAKEN, FIGUBATIVELY, AS INDICATING 
EMBELLISHMENT. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, it is not right that th^ Curd is the predominant factor and 
lienee it should be mentioned ; as a matter of fact, it is the Clarified Butter 
that is the predominant factor ; as it is the Clarified Butter tliat serves a 
useful purpose through its eonnection with the ‘ sacrifice \ as laid down in 
the text ‘One offers the sacrifices with mixed Clarified Butter’ 
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— Wlieii it is spread outy two thiags-'-are" accomp.lished — (1) it becomes 
carved out (for being offered), and ■',(2). 'the Gurd also becomes spread out; 
under the circumstances .what the word expresses is that, when t,lie embellish- 
ment conics to the Curd it is the embellishment of the- 'container : for purposes 
of the contained^ and there is no need for the embellished curd itself. As for 
the ^ mixed*’ character of the Clarified Butter, it is clearly perceived when it 
is brought about (by the mixing of the Curd), and it is this mimi character 
that is needed'; as the Clarified Butter laid down in the text is found to be 
qualified by the qualifying term ^ prsat^ (‘mixed ’■).~In the sacrifice itself, 
the Curdy wMeh is indicated by Syntactical Connection, eamiot be regarded 
as the instrument, so long as it is faced by the GlaHfled Butter which is directly 
asserted by the text. Hence the spreading out must be taken as being 
for the purpose of the holding of the Clarified Butter ; and then in,evitabl 5 ^ 
the Curd also would be held ; so that the relation of the container and 
contained being thus implied, it becomes spreading {as if it were spreading ) ; 
and thus it is in this figurative (indirect, secondary) sense that the term 
‘ spreads ’ has been used. — Similarly with the term ‘ pours out ’ also. — ^Tlius 
then the terms ‘ once ’ and ‘ twice ’ being found to be used for the purposes 
of qualification, the term ‘ spreads ’ or ‘ pours out ’ is to be taken figiuatively 
as signifying embellishment. So also with the words ‘ osadhisveva pashun 
2')rati0idpayati\ f Vrstyaiva ^^^shunabhijigharti'' [which, are found at the 
end of the two texts quoted — (1) " Yadi sattre yajeta, etc, \ and (2) ‘ Yadi 
^jrdvrsi yajeta, etc.’]. 

From all this we conclude that the Mantras should contain the term 
^ djyapdh'* dviiikem oiClarifled Butter^), 

"* SUTEA (58). ■ 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (C)]— ' In fact, as thebe is change in the name, 

THE INBICATION SHOXJLB BE BY THAT.’* 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ api vd ’ implies the rejection of the views set forth above, 

“Asa matter of fact, the Mantras should not contain the term ^djyapdh ’ 
(‘drinkers of Clarified Butter’), the term used should be ^ prsaddjyapdn^ 
(‘drinkers of mixed Clarified Butter Why — ^Because the change 
is made in the name only. As a matter of fact, there is mixing of Clarified 
Butter and Curd; and the particular name ‘ ’ applies to that 

substance which is equipped with the quality produced by the said mixing. 
— Just as there is in the case of such names as ^ ragah^ (Musical Melody) 

^ Khddavah^ (Sugar-Candy) and ^ Surd ^ (Wine). — In all these eases we find 
a term applied figuratively (to a mixture) ; and the relation of expressed and 
expresser also is understood to be based upon the same figurative application. 
It is by means of this mixture (named ^ ’ ) that the sacrifice is 

declared as to be accomplished — ^in the text ‘ Prsaddjyendnuydjdn yajati — 
From all this it follows that the word used should be ^ prsaddjyapdn 
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StJTEA (59). 

[Mefutatiou of Pmapaksa (0)]— That ■ CAisrNOT BE ,;^BHCAtTSB;:THE text. 

LAYS DOWN A QUALITY, 

Bh^ya, 

It cannot be that the term is figuratively expressive of 

the mixed substance, —just like the term ^mga ’ (‘ musical melody % which 
also is a mixture). It is true that in the case of the term ‘ musical melody % 
there is fmumtim application^ which application has been learnt from 
common parlance. In the case in question, however, it is understood that 
a quality is actiially produced in the Clarified Butter. — “How so ? ” — 
The term ' djya^ denotes Ghrifkd Butter term '' prsat^ denotes mixed 
character, as is found in several such instances bb ^ prmdrajjuh \ ‘ prsa7imanih % 

‘ prsanmrgah \ Bo that when these two terms — ‘ prsat ’ and ‘ cijya ’—are 
uttered together, the idea obtained is that of the mixed Clarified Butter* 
and hence the term can be reasonably applied to that alone. 

Hence we conclude that in the Mantra, there should be mention of 
* djya ’ alone, — as, mixed or unmixed, it will always be djya* 


End of Pdda w of Adhydya X* 



ADHYAYA X. 

PADA V. 


Adhikaeana (1) : When out of a number of things, only a 
few are to he selected, it is the first ones that should 
he selected. 

SDTRA (1). 

When a numbee oe THEsres aee mentioned in a definite oedee, 

AND ONLY A FEW HAVE TO BE SELECTED, WHAT COMES LATEE 
SHOULD BE LEFT OUT, — AS IN THE CASE OF 
AEETVALS. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain declarations regarding of things— (a) ‘ What is 

dedicated to Dyavd-Prthivl is baked on one pan h (6) ‘ What is dedicated 
to the Ashvms is baked on two pans (c) ' What is dedicated to Visiiii is 
baked on tliree paiiKS ’ ; — and the whole lot of pans also are mentioned in the 
•declaration — ‘One should offer the cake baked on eight pans to Agni\ 
[The total number of pans is eight ; of these, under {a) one is to be taken, — 
under {&), two — and under (c), ihree\ — Similarly, there are the declarations — 
(a) ‘ One should perform the Two-duy sacrifice \ (b) ‘ One should perform the 
Three-day sacrifice % (c) ‘ One should perform the Four -day sacrifice 
{d) * One should perform the Five-day sacrifice (e) ‘ One shoiild perform 
the Six-day sacrifice % (/) ‘ One should perform the Seven-day sacrifice 
(g) ‘ One should perform the Eight-day saeidfice (h) ‘ One should perform 
the Nine-day sacrifice % (/) ‘ One should perform the Ten-day sacrifice 
‘ One should perform the Eleven-day sacrifice ’ ; in all these, parts of the 
wdaole have been mentioned ; the whole lot is mentioned in the declaration — 
‘ If a man is desirous of offspring, one should make him perform the Twelve- 
day sacrifice — Similarly, in the declarations — (a) ‘ He recites 07ie Sdmidhem 
verse {h) ‘ He recites three Sdmidheni verses % — where parts of the whole are 
mentioned, — the whole lot being mentioned in the declaration ‘ He recites 
fifteen Sdmidheni verses 

In regard to all these cases, there arises the question— hen a few’- out 
of the wdiole lot have to be selected, should those that come first be taken 
up and those that come later abandoned ? Or should there be option (one 
selecting any that he likes) ? 

The apparently right view is as follows : — When a number of things are 
mentioned in a definite order — of sequence, — and ojily a few have to be selected, 
— what we assert is that what comes later should be left out, and those that 
come first should be taken in. — “ What is the reason for this ? ” — What 
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corness fost is most important, wMe-.wha^t comes later is unimportaiit, — and 
betiveen the important and the unimportant, if one lias to be left out, it is 
tlie nnimportant that should be left out, and the important taken in. Tiiis 
is what is made clear under Sutra 12. 2. 23. — As in the case of arrivals i — 
in the ease of assembHes and groups, when fresh arrivals come in, they do 
so witlioiit disiilacing those already seated there, similarly in the cavSe in 
question it should be the same fi.e. those that come later should not displace 
those that have com© before]. 

SUTRA (2), 

Also becattse we eiistd inbicatiye texts. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also, the earlier ones should be taken in and the 
later ones rejected. — “ For what reason ? ” — There is the following text 
indicating the said conclusion — ^ Lupyita vd Hat sasthamaho y at pancha- 
hdnupayanti, lupyeta vd Uat sa§tham Jcapdlam yat pancJmkapdlam nirmpanti % 
where what is declared is the omission of the sixths not of thej^r^L 

SUTRA (3). 

{Purmpalcsa argument agaimt 8iddMnta-—contimied] — ''lx keality, 

THEBE SHOULD BE OPTION, BECAUSE OF EQUALITY/’ 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not right that the earlier ones should be taken in ; as a matter 
of fact, there should be option ; one may take in either the earlier or the 
later mne. — Why ? — Because of equality ; the rejection of the later stands on 
the same footing as the rejection of the earlier ; there is no Direct Assertion 
of the rejection of the earlier, or of the rejection of the later. Either the 
important or the unimportant factor may be taken up, — ^in either case what 
would be taken up would be sometMng connected with the Archetype, and 
it makes no difference if what is taken up is important or unimportant ; 
for there is no special text to the effect that ‘ it is the important one that 
should be taken in — Hence there should be no restriction (as to the taldng 
up of the later or the earlier ones).” 

SUTRA (4). 

[PurvapaJcsa-argument — continued]— ^ Wwm thebe is a fixed obbeb 

SEQUENCE,' THEN ALONE SHOULD THE IMPOBTANT COME 
AT THE END.” 

Bhdsya, 

“It has been argued (by the ^ In assemblies and groups, 

the later arrival comes in without displacing those aheady sitting there, 
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and tlie same sliotild be done in -'the,: case 'in. question also’. — In the case 
citedj it is only right that it should be so, because when a place is already 
occupied by persons already .arrived, . the' new , arrival does not occupy that 
place, apd comes, in at the end, .for the’'siniple reason that it is not possible 
for Iiim to do otherwise. In the case in question, ho^rever, we are con- 
sidering a ease where there is. no position already occupied; what w© are 
.considering is, which one or two of the pans out of the eight should come in,; 
so that there is no position already occupied by any pan of which there 
would be displacement.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Ptirimfakm-mgument — condudecT ] — As for the' ixbioative text, 

■ THAT IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH VIEWS .; AS VvTffAT 
IT SPEAKS OF IS THE NUMBER.” 

Bhdsya, 

“The Siddhdniin has quoted the indicative text — ^ LupyUa vd efat 
sasthamalmhf etc. and has argued that this shows that it is the sixth, not 
the first, that should be omitted. — But this is equally applicable to both 
views, i.e. also to the vie’w that there should be option. Because what the 
term ^ sasf ha ^ speaks of (denotes) is the completion of a certain number; 
anjmne of the lot being omitted, that one would be the sixth which would 
complete the number ‘ six % — be it the first or the middlemost or the last ; 
just as it is said ' the sixth brother is not seen when either the youngest 
or the eldest or the middiemost of the brothers is not seen. So should it be 
in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Purvapaksa-argiments answered ] — ^As a matter of fact, the opera- 
tion SHOULD always PROCEED FROM THE BEGINNING ; AS THE 
COMMENCEMENT IS ALVTAYS FROM THE BEGINNING ; 

AND THE LATER ONE SHOULD BE TAKEN UP ONLY 
WHEN THERE IS A DECLARATION TO THAT 

EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term * m ’ (‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set ^.forth, above. .' 

The operation should always proceed from the beginning, — ‘‘Why?” — 
Because the commencement is always from the beginning ; xvhenever a number 
of things appear in a definite order of sequence, any operation that is done 
over them should always commence from the beginning ; that is, the operation 
should start with the first, then it should go on to the second ; when it would 
be done to the first, it would be done without having started with anything 
else ; — when the first thing has been operated upon, then it passes it on 
to the next thing; but the first thing has to be operated upon without the 
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oijerat ion having been done to anything else. And so long as the operation 
begins with the first thing, the objeetion of wrong beginning cannot apply 
to it. Hence it follows that in all cases, whenever an operation has to be 
done in a eertaixi order of sequence, it shonld commence with the first thing. 

Then again, the occasion for the operation to be clone over the first 
thing is already there,— nor is there anything wn’ong in the operations having 
commenced with that. As regards the later things, on the other hand, 
even though the occasion of the operation may have arrived, yet, inasmuch 
as the requisite number will have been already made up, there would be 
nothing wrong in their being omitted. 

From all this it follows that the earlier ones vShould be taken in and 
the later ones given up. 

Such being the course dictated by reason, — if in any case, there is 
a declaration to the effect, the operation may be done to the later ones by 
skipping over the middle ones. As we find in the case of the declarations — 
'' ApavarJdsah prmjdjdn yajati^ ' apavarhi^au anuydjau yajati \ — Whenever 
there is no declaration to the eontrary, the only reasonable course is to omit 
the later ones. 




Aijhikaeaija (2): At the ' Ekatrika \ saovifice^ .M^ 
should he done over the first Verse-triad, 

StJTR-A (7).. 

[Furvapaksa]-^'' AT' the Ekatbika sacbieicEj during the 'Midday 
PavamIna, the , singing should be done, over the first 

VERSE OF 'EACH OF THE THREE VERSE- TRIADS ; BECAUSE '■ 

THE THREE METRES HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF 
IN THE ShRUTI.” 

Bhdsya. 

lliere is tbe Ekatrika sacrifice thus described — ^ Athalsa ekatrikah 
tasyaikasydni hahispammdnam, Usrsu hoturdjyani : ekmydm 
Timas If a . ft srs u brdhmmi dch ch ham s inah , — ekasijdm acli ch h dvdkasya , tisr^u 
mddh yn nd inah -pa va m d nah ’ . 

In reaavd to this last Madhyandina {'Middap) Pavamdnn, there arises 
the question — Should the singine be done over the first verse of each of 
the \’erse-triads ? Or over the first verse-triad itself ? 

The Furvapaksa is as follows : — At the Ekatrika sacrifice, during the 
Midday Pavamana, the singing should be done over the first verse of each 
of the verse-triads constituting the hj-mns. — -Why ? — Because the three 
metres have been spoken oj in the Shruti; in connection with the Archetype^ 
three metres have been spoken of in the Veda, in the text — ‘ Trichchhandd 
dvdpah, mddhyandinah pavamdnah panchasdjnd ’ ; and these metres become 
admissible into the sacrifice in cjuestion, tinder the General Law ; and these 
can be so brought together only if the singing is done to the first verse of 
each of the ‘verse-triads’. — Hence the singing should be done to the first - 
verse of each of the ‘ verse-triads h” 

SUTRA (8). 

In REALITY, IT SHOULD BE FROM THE BEGINNING ; AS THIS IS THE 
REASONABLE COURSE ; THE OTHER COURSE BEING MERELY 
INFERENTIAL. 

Bhdsya, 

Tbe term ‘ vd ’ {‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

In fact, the singing shoriid be done to the first verse-triad ; such would 
be the reasonable course ; as only thus would the order of sequence be 
preserved ; — as for the other view, in which the implications of the metres 
would be followed, it would be onl^^ inferential, as based upon the implications 
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of tlie CTenei'al Law,— Says the Opponent — “The order of seque^ice also is 
some tiling pertaining to the Archetype, and hence the following of that 
also would be inferentiaV \ — -Onr, answer to that is that, between the two 
‘ inferential * courses, the adopting of the order of segwence is better.— 
“ Why ? — Because in that case, the Gay atri -metre ha^dng been dealt with 
in the first verse, the second hymn-verse is begun; and when an operation 
has been begun with the first factor, then alone it goes on to the subsequent 
factors; — ^so long as no factor has been operated upon, the whole matter 
can be optional, — not when a factor has been actually dperated upon ; 
and when one has been operated upon, no other can take its place ; what 
has to be done in this case is the Completion of what has been begun so 
that, there being no possibility of both coming in, there can be no option, as 
to whether what has been begun should be completed or something new should 
be begun. In fact, when one goes on to complete what has been begun 
he does what has been enjoined ; while if he omits it, he fails to do -what 
has been enjoined; hence it follows that what has been begun should be 
completed ; — and when that has been completed, the purpose for which 
any other optional alternative could come in having been already served by 
it, there can be no occasion for that alternative. Thus then, the right 
course is to adopt the order of sequence, not the exigencies of the metre. 

Says the Opponent-— “ If the operation is done over the Gdyatri-metref 
it means that it has been started over the later -metre also,” 

Answer — True, it becomes started ; but not without having done the 
second and the third. When the verse -triad will have thus been completed 
tiirough these, there would be no further need for any^ metres. — Thus the 
order of sequence of the first hjunn to the subsequent hymns being apparent, 
it is . better to adopt that order than the metres. 

SCTEA (9). 

It shoitld be in accorbance toth the same position as in the 
Archetype, as the modification is in the number only. 

BMsya. 

For the following reason also the singing should be done over the verse- 
triad. — ^Why ? — It should he in g^ccordame with the same position as in the 
Archetype ; when the tliree hymns come in by virtue of the declaration, 
there is modification only of the number, at the ‘ midday ’ function. 

“Just as there is no modification of the order of sequence, so there 
should be no modification of the metres also.” 

Answer — ^True, that is so ; but the adopting of the order of sequence 
is of greater importance than that of the metres. 

For these reasons also the singing should be done over the verse-triad. 



Adhikabaija (3): The ^ Dhuh-Sdman’ should be sung 

over one Yerse. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PCEVAPAKSA] — Ih the case of the ‘ DhCh ’ — THE SnSTGING SHOULD 
BE DONE OVEE THE ‘ VeHSE-TEIAD 

Bhasya. 

There is the Wcatrika-sacrificey described in the following passage : — 
Athaim ekatrilcah, tasya ekasyam haMspavamdnam, tisrsu Jiottirdjyani 
ekasydm maMmvarunasya, tisrsu brdhmanuchchhamsinuh, ekasydmachchhdvd- 
kasya, tisrsu mddhyandinah pavamdnah\--Theve slto certain Sdnian-chants 
styled ^ Dhuh-'Sdman \ 

In regard to these latter, there arises the question— Are these Sdynans 
to b© sung over the Verse-triad ? Or over only one verse ? 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ In the case of the ‘ DhuJySdinans ’ 
the singing should he done over the ‘ Verse-triad By so doing the General 
Law indicating the coming in of the Verse-triad would be duly followed. 
Hence the singing should be don© over the Verse-triad.’* 

StJTEA (11). 

[Siddhajtta] — In heality, rr should be done oveb one (vebse) 
only; because the singing has the charactbb oe 

BEING BEPEATED. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, it should be sung over one verse only ; because the singing 
has to be repeated, on the authority of the Direct Declaration, wliich is to 
the effect that — ‘ They chant over the Dhuh repeatedly ; they worship with 
repeated chanting ’ ; — and what is there that Direct Declaration cannot do ? 
— ^Hence we conclude that in the ease of the Dhuh-Sdman, the chanting 
should be done over a single verse. 



Adhitcabana (4): At the '' DvirMm' and other sacrifices^ 
the procedure of the ‘ Dashardtra ’ has to be 
adopted. 

SUTRA (12). 

From amono the Injunctions, inasmuch as (two) are original, 

THE ACCESSORY DETAILS SHOULD BE RESTRICTED THROUGH 
INDICATTV^'E TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

There are the Dvlrdtra and othev Afmr gam sacrifices, laid do%A*ri in the 
texts — ' One should perform the sacrifice ’ and so forth. 

ill regard to these, there arises the question — Is the procedure of the 
entire fJvddashdha saerihee admitted into these ? Or that of the Dashardtra 
only, leaving aside the Prdyamya and the Udayanlya ‘i 

The Purvapahsa is that — “ inasmuch as there is no ground for dis- 
crimination, the procedi.u’e of the entire Dvddashdha should eorne in.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Fro7n among the 
injunctlom^ as the two — those relating to the Prdyanlya and the Udayanlya 
— are original, — i.e. they cannot be regarded as precfided by another, — the 
procedure that should be admitted into the Dvirdtra and the rest is that of 
the Dashardtra.—"" For what reason ? ” — Because the Procedure should 
be restricted by the indicative text. — What is the indicative text ? ” — 
It is said — ' That which is the first is the second, that which is the second is 
the third and it takes in the Jagatl ’ ; — what this means is this— ' That whieli 
is the first at the Dvirdtra is tlie second at the Dvddashdha, i.e. the Gdyatra ; 
tiiat which is tiie second at the Dvirdtra is the third (at the Dvddashdha). 
i.e. tile Traistiihha, which takes in the JagaW ; this shows clearly that at the 
tiiircl Ahan of the Sadaha, the becomes included iiTsomethiiig else ; and 

tliis indicates the coming in of the Dashardtra, — The plirase ‘ that which is 
the first ’ must be taken as referring to the Dvirdtra, on the basis of the 
Context ; — the plirase ‘ is the third ’ should be taken as referring to the 
Dvddashdha, as there can be no ‘ third ’ at the Dvirdtra. — There is \'et another 
indicative text — ' Gdyatra is the first Ahan, Traistubha is the second, which 
takes in the Jagatl \ wMch also shows that the third Ahan of the Sadaha 
is incUided in another. — ^From all this it follows that it is the Procedm^e of 
the Dashardtra that should find place in the Dvirdtra, 
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StJTEA (13). 

The ' ' ADMISSIBILITY - IS ALSO SHOWH • BY ' THE CONNECTION OF 
THE TEBM * BATEI 

Bhdsya, 

In the sentence ‘ Dviratrmm yajeta ’ we have the term ‘ raira ’ ; so also 
we have the same term in the name ‘ Dashamlra ’ ; from this indicative of 
the Archetype, it follows that the Procedure of the DasharMra to be 
admitted into the Dviratm ; and this is what is shown by the various indica- 
tives. ' " ■ ■ ■ ' . ' 





Aohikabana (5) : From among the Mantras laid down as 
to be used for the ^ Fanning ’ of the Fire, any seven 
may he used, without any restriction. 

SUTRA (14). 

In the OASE of NXrMBEBS NOT DEALT WITH BEFOREHAND, THEBE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, AS ALL SERYE THE SAME PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

(A) In connection with Fire-lajnng, certain Mantras are laid down as 
to be iised for the Fanning of the Fire — ‘ Veahmdm tvapatmanyiddhunoinit 
■etc. etc.'* ; — ^in reference to these it is said — ‘ One fans the Fire with seven \ — 
(B) Similarly, there are certain Mantras laid down as to be used for the 
Scattering ’ of the Fire — ‘ Yd o§adh%h etc. * ; — ^in reference to these, it is 
said — * Scatters the Fire with fourteen 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Should the first ones 
{seven or fourteen) alone be used ? Or should there be no restriction at all ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is that, “ in accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at under Sutra 8 above, the first ones alone should be used ’h 

' In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — In the case of 
rmmhers mt dealt with heforehandy — i.e. those that have no connection with 
an original Archetype — ^we assert that wherever we find them, there should 
he option ; as it is only thus that all the numbers come to have their use ; 
if only the first ones were taken up, the mention of some of ^ the Mantras 
(later ones) would be entirely useless. And yet, from the Context we under- 
stand that these also are connected with ‘ scattering — Those that are 
connected with an original Archetype become utilised in connection wdth 
the performance of that Archetype. — Hence on the ground that some Mantras 
would become useless, the abandoning of the principal numbers (earlier 
ones) becomes justifiable. 


Abhikarana (6) : At the ^ V ivrddhastoma ’ sacrifice^ 

^ Sdmans ^ may be brought in even from outside 
the Context. 

SUTRA (15). 

'[PtBVAFA^ — “In cases WHEBE THEBE IS, AHGMENTATION,' OE: 

‘ Stomas the beqttisite hhmbeb should be made up by 

: , THE' BBPETITIOK' OF THOSE OCCUBBINO IN THE SAME 

Context, without any modification; as the 

NUMBEB IS A SUBOBDINATE FACTOB AND NONE 
OTHEB HAS BEEN SPOKEN of/" 

Bhdsya, 

Those sacrifices form the subject-matter of consideration here wherein 
there is augmentation of ‘ %— -such, for instance, m— EhavimaMim 
atirdtrena prajdhaman ydjayU, trimivma ojaekdmxxm, trayastrimahena 
’ [where there is an increase in the numbers," 21, 27, 33]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the increased number to 
be made up by the repeating of the original Sdmans occurring in the Context 
itself I Or by bringing in new ones from outside the Context ? # 

The view that presents itself is that there should be no restriction, as 
there is no ground for discrimination. 

Against this, we have the following Purvapahsa : — In cases where there 
is augmentation of Stomas^ the requisite number should he made up by repeti* 
tioni as thus only those would be admitted that occur in the Context 
otherwise those would be brought in which have no connection with the 
Context. As a matter of fact, the particular number is laid down as a factor 
subordinate to the Sdmans occurring in the Context, which are the 
principal factor ; it is not laid down as the principal factor, Nor is there 
any other Sdman spoken of — directly enjoined by a text. And there is as 
much wrong in assuming what has not been enjoined as there is in onoit- 
ting to do what is enjoined. — ^From all this we conclude that the Sdmans 
occurring in the Context should be repeated, just as in the case of the Dhuh- 
Sdman (Vide Adhikararwb 3, above).’’ 

SUTRA (10), 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTBB OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE BY IMPOBTA- 
TION ; BECAUSE BEPETITION HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ^ m ’ (‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. 
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The requisite number sbotild be made up by importing 8amans not 
occurring in the Context. — Because repetitio^i has not been 
enjoined. Ail that is laid down is that ‘ Mkammshena dtimtf^na prajd- 
kdman ydjayet \ And there is as much wrong in doing what is not enjoined 
as there is in omitting what is enjoined. 

Objection — “But importation eMo has not been enjoined.” 

Answer — When both {importation and repetition) are such as have not 
been enjoined, importation is the more reasonable of the two ; because the 
number made up by the importation of fresh Sdmans would be appropriate, 
while that made up by repetition would be inappropriate. — ^Hence we con- 
clude that the number should be made up by importing fresh Sdmans from 
outside the Context. 

StJTRA (17). 

Also bbcaitse Ntjmbeb bests oh separatehess. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by im- 
portation. — “For what reason ^"’—Number rests on separateness ; for instance, 
when we speak of * eight jars’ (it means that there are eight separate jars). 
If there were mere repetition, there would no separateness. Hence it follows 
that the number should be made up by importation. 

StJTRA (18). 

* Because of the term ' pabIk 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the number should be made up by importa- 
tion. — “ For what reason ? ” — -Because the term ‘ pardh ’ has been used 
in the text — ‘ Pardh hahispammdryena $tuvanti\(‘' They hymn with the later 
Bdhispavamdna ’) -and the term ^ pardh ’ denotes non-repetition ; as we 
•find in the text ‘ PardcMk sdmidhemranvdha * Recites the later Sdmidkem 
verses’), where it is understood that the SdmidMnis meant are those that 
have not been repeated, — From this also it follows that there should be 
importation, 

StJTRA (19). 

Also because m this way thebe is .ho modificatioh of what has 

BEEH BEOLABEB. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there should be importation.-— Because 
in this way there is no modification of what has been dectoed.—-** What is this 
non-modification ? ” — It means non-repetition ; there would be this ^ modi- 
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fication ’ if the Sdmans were repeated ; audit has beea declared that-— ‘ I. t^ 
becomes a daw in the sacrifice if any one thing is done over again \ 


SUTRA (20). 

[Ohjection] — Ikasmfch as it- has ' kot bbbh laib bow , [thebe ' 

CAWOT BE impoetatiok] IE THIS IS ■ HBGEB [then 'the^ ^ 
answer is as in the next SutraJ, 

Bhdsya, 

If it be urged, as has been ttpged before, that “ Importation also, has 
not been laid down ’h— -tills has 'to 'be refuted (which is done in the foliowing 
Sutra), 

The. INJ.OTCTIOH. LAYS D.0WH THE .MEASURE. O.E THOSE THAT ARE. IMPLIBB' 

' by the REQITIRBMEHTS. ^ 

BMsya, 

Sdmans are enjoined by the requirements.— By what requirements ? ’’ 
—By '; the requirements of such sentences; as ‘ M&ammsMna atirdtrena prajd- 
kdmam ydjayU \ Unless Sdmans are brought in from outside, the numbers ■ 
mentioned in these sentences cannot be appropriately made ' up. '.Hence, 
what the sentence does is that it lays down the measure of the things that 
are implied by the requirements, and having served this purpose in this 
manner, it cannot stop the importation of fresh Sdmans necessitated by the 
sentence ‘ Ekavimsherm atirdtremz prajdkdmam ydjayM h— Hence it follows 
that the number in question should be made up by importation. 


SUTRA (22). 

The mbotton oe ' IvIfa " also oahhot be explaiheb w 

THEBE IS BEPETITIOH. 

BJidsya, 

For the following reason also we conclude that there should be importa- 
tion : — There is mention of ' dvdpa^ (insertion), in the text — ‘ Three are the 
bellies of the sacrifice — Gdyatn, Brhatl and Anustup ; herein they insert 
and herefrom do they exclude This cannot be explained if there is repeti- 
tion of the Sdmans, 
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SUTRA (23). 

Also because ob the eoecb oe the layihg dowh of 

SImahs. 

Bhmya. 

For tlie following reason also, there should be importation.—" For what 
reason ? ’’—Thus alone would the laying down of the /Sawians serve 
a useful purpose,— the Sarmm being laid down in the foUowing passage. 

ihOTe are 10,114 Samans along with their subsidiaries and esoteric 
detads;— all these the Sama-singers chant ; there are 180 dedicated to 
Agm, 400 Pavamanaa, 27 dedicated to 7ndm, which the Sama-sin^ers chant ’ — 
It were not so, then the laying down of the 8amam would be entirely 
useto.— For this reason also we conclude that there should be importation 

of jSa»ian« from outside the sacrifice. 


SUTRA (24). 

“In the case of the ‘ DhUh-Samah ’ also ”-if this be uegbd 

[then the answer will be as contained in Su. 25]. 

Blid§ya. 

It has been argued that “just as it is in the case of the Dhuh-Samcm 

Z 1 T ^ sot to be refuted (which is going to 

be done in the next Suira). s w 

SUTRA (25). 

Not so; because they aeb actually charactbeised 

BY EEFETITION. 

BhMSya. 

here cannot apply to the DhuT^-Sarmna ; because these 

^njh thTpir- . bymn repeatedly over the Dhuh Samana ; 
c««A +B ^ Prathas they worship repeatedly again ’. So that in their 
case the repetition is made on the strength of tliis declaration. There is no 
such declaration bearing upon the case in question. HencTthe t^o les 

Z r^- “ “ly 'igw that i. tb. ta tlZ 

the number should be made up by importation. question. 



Adhtkaraka. (7) : In the case of the ^ Bahispavamdna \ 
there should he importation of the verse {not ^ ,, 
of the Sdman). 

SUTRA (26). 

THE CASE OE THE ‘ BaHISPAVAMAE-A ' HOWEVER, THERE SHOirT.I> BE 
IMPOBTATIOH OE THE VERSE ; AS THERE IS TO BE OHEY OHB SAMAH. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to those sacrifices at which there is an augmentation of 
Stomas f — there arises the question — ^In the case of the Bahispavamdna^ should 
them he importation OT repetition oi thjb Sdmans "t 

The Purvapahsa is that-— “ In accordance with the conclusion arrived 
at in the preceding AdhiJcaram, there should be importation 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — In the case of 
the Bahispavamdna however, it m not m (i.e. there is no importation of 
Sdman ) ; because in that case there is importation of the verse. — Why ? 
— Because, there is to he only one Sdman.— 'Plow so — When in connec- 

tion with the later two Pammdnasr, one pronounces the syllable * hin^ with, 
each verse-triad, why, at the Bahispavamdna, does one pronounce the 
syllable ‘ hin ’ only once ?— -This is due to the declaration that—* One should 
say that there is only one Sdman — the Qdyatra, which is Svdra ’ ; — when 
therefore it is toown that there is to be only one Sdman, the requisite number 
should be made up by the importation of a verse; and the same Sdman 
should be repeated. 



Adhikarana (8) : In the case of the Samidhem verses, the 
remaining number is to he made up by Importation. 

SUTEA (27). 

[PiJB,VAPAK,?A] — “ But in the case oe the SImidhShI yeeses, the 

NUMBER IS TO BE MADE UP BY REPETITION ; BECAUSE THERE 

' IS Repetition at the Archetype.” 

Bhasya. 

There are the Darsha^Purnamasa sacrifices, in. connection with which 
there are several numbers of Sdmidhenl verses laid down as to be recited 
with a view to various rewards : — (a) ‘ For one desiring a good standing, 
he should recite 21*; (6) ‘For one desiring Brahmic glory, he should recite 
24 ' ; (c) ‘ For one desiring food, he should recite 21 * ; — (d) ‘ For one desiring 
a good standing, he should recite 22 ’ ; (e) ‘ For one desiring cattle, he should 
recite 26 

In regard to all tliis there arises the question—In the ease of the Sami* 
dhenl verses, should the requisite number be made up by importation Or 
by repetition ? Or by repetition to the declared extent and the rest by 
importation — [There are really only verses that have been called 

‘ Sdmidhenl * ; and there is a text declaring that ‘ the first should be recited 
thrice, and the last should be recited thrice \ Thus the sense of the last 
alternative put forward in the question, is that up to fifteen, the number may 
be made up by repetition, in the manner laid down in this text, the declared 
repetitions of the first and the last verses giving us the fifteen verses, — -and 
all the rest of the numbers are to be made up by bringing in fresh verses 
from elsewhere.] 

The view that presents itself as the apparently correct one is that-— 
“in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana, 
there should be importation (in ©very ease); further, as in the case of repeti- 
tion, the idea conveyed would be the same, the number mad© up thereby 
would not be appropriately made up; hence there should be importation 
[in the making up of all numbers beyond the original eleven^ **. 

In answer to this we have the following view [Furvapaksa] — “ But the 
number should be made up by repetition ; — the term ‘ but ’ sets aside tiie 
above view, — the sense being that there should be no importation, there 
should be repetition. — ^Why ? — Because there is repetition at the Archetype. 
At the Archetypal sacrifice, the (increased) number has been (declared to 
foe) made up by repetition — ‘He recites the 6kst thrice, he recites the last 
thrice*. — ^How so? — ^The Vedic text has declared that ‘there are fifteen 
Sdmidhem verses ’ ; of these, eleven have been mentioned in the Vedic 
text; — and the question arising as to whether the additional four verses 
required to make up the number fifteen are to be obtained by repetition or 
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by importation, — has been definitely laid down that Mie should recite the 
first thrice, he should recite the last ^/&nce *,~wMoh means that it must be 
these two first and last verses alone that should be repeatedly mid. they should 
be repeated as many times as would yield the required number ; — 

this is the idea conveyed by the speeificatioii of ‘ tlirice * ; and in tliis way it 
serves a visible purpose ; if the declaration were taken as laying down the 
numher them \ then it would be necessary to assume an invisible trans- 
cendental resnlt.—From all this it follows that in the case in question also 
(where the numbers 21, 22, 24 and 26 have to be made up), — wliicli is based 
upon the said Archetype,^ — there should be as many repetitions o£ the first 
and the last verses as would yield the required number.’’ 

SUTRA (28). 

[ObjeGtion against the Furvapahsa^ — Mt cakkotbe so, as there would 
BE xo DiEEEREXOE IF THIS IS URC4BD [then we answer 
as follows].’’ 

Bhmya, > 

Tills argument has been put forward above ; and it has got to be 
refuted [this refutation follows in the next Siitra]F 

SUTRA (29). 

'{Objection answered by Purvapahsin}—' TKm!i^ should be (repetition), 

BECAUSE IT TAKES AFTER THE ARCHETYPE ; HENCE, AS AT THE 

Archetype so here also, the verse should be 

REPEATED TILL THE REQUIRED NUMBER IS 
MADE UP.” 

Bhdsya, 

There should he rejietition why because the Ectype should 
take after the Archetype ; hence tMl the required number is made up, the 
verse should he repeated ; as it is only thus that it would be done as at the 
Archetype ; and the repetition may be regarded as apiiropriate on the 
strength of the General Law. From all this it follows that there should 
be repetition.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiDBHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AS DECLARED; 
BECAUSE THE EXACT EXTENT HAS BEEN PRESCRIBED. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ wl ’ {‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the views 
set forth above. 
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It is not right that the first and last verses should be repeated as many 
times as would yield the required . number ; in fact, there should be repetition 
in accordance with the declaration and the remaining number should be 
made up by importation, — ^Vl^hy so ? — Became the extent — of the repetition — 
— has been prescribed ; the exact extent of the repetition has been laid down 
in the declaration — ‘He recites the first thrice, and he recites the last thrice * ; 
here the number three is meant to stand for three repetitions, not for repetitions 
completing any required nurhher; hence in the manner suggested, the direct 
declaration would be followed ; in the other case recourse would have to be had 
to indirect indication, — ^It has been argued that — “ in the manner of the 
Furvapahsa^ the method serves a visible purpose — This however is not right ; 
because what has got to be followed is the declaration regarding the ‘ three ’ ; 
as for the \dsibl© purpose of making up the number, that could be done 
also by two repetitions of the first and four of the last verse ; — and yet it is 
necessary that there should be repetitions each of the first and last 
verses, and it is by this means that the requisite number should be made up. — 
In the case in question also, the number is made up by the same repetition ; 
hence also it is the repetition that makes up the requisite number. At the 
Archetypal sacrifice the first and last verses have been repeated tbiice and 
the requisite nmnber (fifteen) lias been thus made up ; — the same should be 
done in the case in question also ; the first and last verses should be repeated 
thrice and the requisite number should be made up ; — ^but in comiectioii 
with the Archetype, there is nothing to tell us that the requisite number is 
to he made up by the repetition ; all that we learn from the declaration is that 
there should he repetition (of the first and last verses), that the requisite 
number should he made up is got at only by implication ; hence it is by 
implication that the requisite number has been made up hy means of the 
declared repetition. What, however, is done at the Archetype by mere 
implication is not included under the General Law ; hence the General Law 
(as applied to the case in question) cannot be taken to mean that the requisite 
number (21, 22, etc,) should always he made up by the repetition (of the first and 
last verses). Under the circumstances, there should be repetition only to the 
extent laid down (i.e. the first and last verses should each be repeated 
thrice) and the remaining number should be mad© up by importation. 

SUTRA (31).' 

Also because we see ADDmoisrAL ones. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there should be importation : As a matter 
of fact, we find additional verses also spoken of ; for instance, in the text — 

‘ N a jagatyd paridadhyat^ yajjagatyd paridadhydt tacchchhanddmsi gamayet, 
tristuhhd paridadhdti ’ ; here we find the introduction of the Jagail mentioned ; 
there would be no possibility of the Jagati coimag in if there were to be 
only repetition (of the first and last verses, neither of which is in thoJagatl 
metre). From this also it follows that there should be importation. 
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■ . " ■ it-. 

SUTRA (32), 

[Objection] — '' In the case of actions also it would be the same 
— IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra], 

BM§ya, 

Says the Opponent — ‘‘If you think that having repeated the verses 
to the declared extent, the rest of the numbers should be made up by im- 
portation, — then the same might be done in the case of the actions of the 
singing of the DMh-Sd?nan,^* 

SUTRA (33). 

Not so ; because it has been enjoined, 

Bhasya. 

It is not true that the same might be done in the case of the singing 
of the Dhuh-Sdman ; because in that ease, repetition has been actually laid 
down — ‘ In the case of the Dhuh, — they hymn hy repetition, etc. etc.’ : in 
the case in question however, there is no such declaration. — From all tliis it 
follows that having repeated the verses to the extent declared, the rest of 
the number should be made up by importation. 



Aohikaeana (9) : The ‘ So^shin ’ appertains to the 

Archetype. 

SUTRA (34), 

[PtJBVAPAKSA— con«mMe<?]— “ The Sodashen should be taken as 
APPEETAINXNG TO THE EcTYPE, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED, 

IN ITS ENTIEETY, IN BELATION TO THAT,” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Sodashm laid down in connection with the Jyotistoina — 
* One who takes up the Sodashm becomes liimself, etc.’ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this Sodashin appertain 
to the Archet^^pe ? Or to the Ectype 1 

“Why should there be any such question ? ” 

Because, from the fact of its having been laid down in connection with 
the Archetypal saoridco of the Jyoti^oma, it would appear to be appurtenant 
to the Archetype,— while from the fact of its being mentioned in connection 
with the Ectype,— in the text ‘ Madhyame^han trirdtrasya grhyate ’ — it 
would appear to be appurtenant to the Ectype. Then again, it appears to 
be mentioned in connection with the Archetype also, in the text — ‘ Agm» 
stome rdianyasya grhniydt atirdtre brdhmanasya^ ; and on the strength of the 
said declaration it might be thought that it would be taken up at the Ectype ; 
on the other hand, it has been declared in connection with the Archetype, 
and it is at the Arch©t5pe that the Atirdtra ocoms, — -hence there is the idea 
that it may appei'tain to the Archetype.— It is for these reasons that the 
aforesaid question arises. 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows The SodasMn should he taken as 
appertainmg to the Ectype, — Why ^—Because it has been enjoined, in its entirety , 
in relation to thxt ; as a matter of fact, it is in connection with the Ectype 
that the Sodashm has been enjoined in its entirety. — ^How so ? — “Having 
declared that — ' one who knowing this, takes up the Sodashm, etc.’, — the 
injunction goes on — ' on the middlemost it is taken up at the Atirdtra ’ ; 

— and Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Context. So that 
the Context ha\nng been set aside by Syntactical Connection, it follows 
that the declaration At the Atirdtra^ for the Brdhmana ’ pertains to the 
Ati/rdtra at the Ectype. Thus then, even though, having been enjoined in 
connection with the Jyotistoma, it has not been mentioned in its entire tj- in 
connection with the Ectype, yet it comes to be enjoined in its entirety, in 
relation to the Ectype. From this it follows that the should be 

taken up among the Ectypes already enumerated, — ^not at the Archetype.” 
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SUTEA (35). 

[P0BYAPAK§A— BECAUSE '; W-E Fmi>' ITS. ABSENCE, 

AT THE AbCHETYFE.” 

Bhdsya, 

** For the following reason also the Sodashin should be taken as ap- 
pertaining to the Ectype. — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — ^At the Archetype we find 
its absence.— ‘ How so ? ’ — The assertion ‘ Dve samstutdndm virdjainatiri- 
chylU ’ is possible only if there is no Scxkishin ; it having been shown above 
under 2. 4. 26 that ‘ two Stotriya hjunns exceed the ViTdt \ — From tliis 
also it follows that the Sodashin apperta.ins to the Ectype.” 

SUTBA (36). 

[PtJETAPAKSA— cowcl^^iec?]— '' A lso because it is spoken of as 
* NOT A SaCBIFICE 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also, it should be regarded as appertaining 
to the Ectype ; There is the assertion that ‘ They say that there is no 
sacrifice of the name of As a matter of fact, it is not that there 

is no §odashin at the Archetypal Jyotistoma; and yet there is this assertion ; 
—this can be explained only if it is present, not at the Jyotistoma^ but at 
the Ectype* From this also it follows that the ^fodashin appertains to 
the Ect 3 pe.” 

StJTBA (37). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it should appebtain to the Abchetype, 

BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN SO LAID DOWN. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ m ’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above.' 

It is not right that the Sodashin should be regarded as appertaining to 
the Ectype ; in fact, it appertains to the Archetype, — ^Why ? — Because it has 
been mentioned in connection with the Archetype, Jyotistoma ; and hence 
through Context, it should be construed along with the Jyotistoma ; and 
this relationship would not cease even when it is spoken of in connection 
with the Ectype. The declaration quoted does not deny the Sodashin in 
relation to the Archetype ; all that it does is that it asserts it in relation to 
the Ectype. Hence, inasmuch as it has been declared, and not denied, 
in reference to the Archetype, the ^o4cfshm can certainly find room at the 
Archet 3 pe. 

Further, it is not only the Context that proves this ; there is Syntactical 
Connection also ; as we read — ‘ For the Edjanya one should take it up at the 
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SHABABA-BHl^YA : 

Agnistoma, aacl for the Bmhmana, at the Atiratra ' ; so long as it is possible 
for it to be admitted at the Archetype, there can be no justification for 
relegating it to the Atiratra connected with the Ectype. — ^From all this it follows 
that the ^odaahin appertains to the Archetype. 

SUTEA (38). 

Also because it is seen at the Abchetype. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, this is found spoken of as occurring 

at the Archetype, in the text— ‘ Tisrah samstutandm, virdjam-atirichyete ’ ; 
and it has been already explained that it is only when the Sodaahin has 
been taken up that there is a possibility of three Stotriyas being found. — 
From this it follows that the ^o^ashin appertains to the Archetype. 

SUTRA (39). 

The mention is foe the puepose of speoification. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that “ it should be taken as appertaining to the 
Ect5rpe, because it is in relation to that that it has been enjoined in its 
entity”. — ^^Chis has been already answered by the assertion that the 
injunction referred to does not deny its presence at the Archetype. — “In 
that case it would come into the Ectype under the General Law itself ; why 
should it have been enjoined over again ? ” — In connection with the Arche- 
type, the presence of the ^Qdmhin hm been declared in a general way — 
in the text ‘For the Rajanya^ at the — for the Brdhmana, at the 

Atiratra ’ ; and it is for the purpose specifying this same, in order to secure 
the presence of the Sodashin at the Agniatoma also, which is not an Atiratra^ 
— that there is the further declaration that ‘ It is taken up on the middle- 
most day of the Trirdtra\ 

SOTEA (40). 

The PiNBiNa op 'absence’ has been already explained. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that — “ The ^odashin is not found at the Archetype, 
as IS clear from the text ‘ Dve samatutdndm virdjam<itirichyete — ^Tt has been 
already explained that on account of this finding of absence, the Sodaahin 
should be taken as optional ; and the fact of its being enjoined and prohibited 
should not be taken to mean that it is to be always omitted in one case. 


ADHYAYA X, PADA V, ABHIKARANA (9). 
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SUTRA (41), 

As FOR ITS BIMG SPOKEN OP AS ‘ NOT A SACRIPIOE THAT IS A 
PIGUBATIVE ASSERTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that — “ inasmuch as it has been spoken of as 
not a sacrifice % the Sodashin cannot find place at the Archetype.” — This 
has been answered already ; being so enjoined, it is certainl^y taken up at 
the Archetype. — “ How is it then that it is spoken of as * not a sacrifice ’ ? ” 
— Inasmuch as it is optional, in one ease that sacrifice would not be there ; 
it is in view of this fact that it is figuratively spoken of as being ‘ not a 
sacrifice \ 

From all this it follows that the ^odashin appertains to the Archetype. 

The use of this Adhiharana lies in this that, according to the Purvapahsa, 
the Sodashin would not be taken up at the Archetype, while, according to 
the Siddhdntaf it should be taken up at it. 





AoHiKABAifA (10) : The ‘ Sodashin ’ should he taken out 
of the \ Agraya'm ^ vessel. 

SUTRA (42). 

It SHOtTLD BE TAKEN OET OF THE AoBAYANA. 

Ekasya. 

There is the Sodaskin, laid down in the text — * If, knowing this, one 
takes up the f^odashin, etc, etc.’— -In connection with this we have learnt 
that this Sodashin appertains to the Archetype. 

Now there arises the question — Should this be taken out of the 
Agrayarm as well as the TJhthya ? Or out of the Agraya'^m only ? 

The apparently correct view is that it should he tahen out of the Agrayarita, 
— ^Why ? — Because of the declaration— ‘ One takes the Sodashin out of the 
Agrayana \ — [Tliis is the jSfiddMnia.] 


SUTRA (43). 

\_Pun)ayahsa^ s argument dgaimt SiMhanta — continued in Sutras 45 and 46 ] 
— It shoulb bu takbk oxrr of the Ukthya also — ok accoukt 

OF THE BEOLABATIOK.” 

Bhdsya. 

W© accept the statement that the Sodashin should be taken out of the 
Agrayana ; but it should be taken out of the TJhthya also. — ^Why ? — Because 
of the declaration ; there is this declaration — ‘ One takes the out 

of the TJhthya \ What is there that this declaration cannot do ? — ^Hence 
the conclusion is that the Sodashin should be taken out of the Agrayana 
as also out of the 


We shall let this remain at this point and shall 

proceed with the following [the thread of the Tenth AdUharana 

being resumed in Sutra 45, and carried on to 48]. 
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ADHYlYA X, PlDA V, ADHIKABAKA (11). 

Adhikaraha (11) : The ^ Sodashin ’ should be taken tip 
at the Third \ Savana \ 

SUTRA (44). 

It should be at the Thibd ‘ Savaxa ^ as thebe is a declaration 

TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; in connection with that, we read — 
* When the Sodashin is taken up, one installs within oneself virile sense- 
organs h. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the 8oda^^hm be 
taken \ip at each ^ Samna ’ 1 Or at the third ‘ Savarui ’ only ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows : — “ It should be taken up at each Savana. 
— ^Why ?— Because it is found to be spoken of in connection with each 
Savana, in the text 'One takes up the 8 o(pMhin\ In the matter of an 
act which is amenable to only verbal means of cognition, the verbal text is 
our only source of knowledge, Hence we conclude that the Sodashin 
should be taken up at each Savana 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnfa — The taking up 
of the Sodashin should be done at the third Savana. — Why ? — Because there 
is a d-edaration to that effect ; there is the declaration — * At the third Savana, 
one takes up the Sodashin out of the Agraya7Tt>a ’ ; such declaration is authori- 
tative for us ; hence the ^oipishin should be taken up at the third Savana. 

As for the assertion that the ^o^ashin should be taken up at each 
Savana, — the declaration to that effect is only for the purpose of eulogising 
the taking up of the at the tlcuxS. Savana. — ^How so ? — ^The eulogy 

is contained in the following passage — ‘ Prdtahsavane grhyah, drtim 

mtah\ 


SUTRA (45). 

[Purvapaksa's argument of Adhi. 10 — continued, from Su. 43] — 

'' Because the term ' parIk ’ denotes non-repetition, 

AS IT HAS THAT MEANING-.*" 

BJidsya. 

“ For the following reason also we conclude that the Sodashin should 
be taken out of the Ukthya also : — ^For what reason ? — On account of the 
text — ' Pardhchamukthydn nigrhndti sodashinam ’ [‘ Out of the Ukthya, 
one takes up the later Sodashin ’] ; where the construction is ' Ukthydt 
nigrhndti'' ('takes out of the' Ukthya^). — Why so? — Because the term 
' pardh ’ denotes non-repetition , — ^Why ? — As it has that meaning ; i.e. it is 
found that it has that meaning, — ^in such expressions as ' pardchlh sdmidhem- 
ranvdha \ which means that ‘ he recites the unrepeated Sdmidhenl verses 
Thus then, denoting non-repetition, it cannot be construed with ' Ukthya ’ ; 

30 
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SHABAEA-BHASYA ; 

as there can be no sense in the construction ^ Ukthydt anahhyastam’ ; the 
right construction is * Ukthydt mgrhimti tarn anahhyastam\---'ETom. all this 
it is clear that the Sodashin should be taken up out of the XJktliya and the 
Agrayana.’"'* 

SUTRA (46). 

[PuTvapahsa^s argument of Adhi, {I0)~concluded] — Also because 

THEBE IS BECLABATIOE: OF ^ SEPABATIOK ’ OF THE 

Ukthya.” 

Bhdsya. 

^‘For the following reason also the Sodashin should be taken up out 
of the TJlcthya also: — ‘For what reason ? declaration of the 

‘ separation ’ from the UMhya— viz . ‘ When they fetch the Ukthyas and the 
Sodashin out of it, they separate the Uhthya ’ ; the mention of ‘ fetching ’ 
clearly shows that the TJlcthya is the thing from which the is 

separated (taken out). For this reason also this Sodashin should be taken 
up out of both (the Agrayana and the Uhthya) 


SUTRA (47). 

[SrOBHAHTA — of AdU. (10)]— In reality, it should be out of the 
Agrayana; because the term ^fabIk’ denotes flace, — 
like the term 'funabIbhEya’. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the Sodashin should be taken out of the Agrayan^a only, not 
out of the Uhthya.- — ^Why ? — ^Because there is the declaration that ‘one 
takes up the Sodashin out of tlci& Agrayana '* ,v and when the whole of it is 
taken out of the Agrayarm, it cannot be taken out of the Uhthya. In eases 
where the whole of a thing is concerned, option and can be 

admitted only when there is no other way out of it ; so long as there is 
another way out of it, option and combination cannot be admitted ; — and 
in the case in question, there is a way out of it. — “How ? ” — The term 
"pardk ’ denotes place ; as a matter of fact the term ' par ah * denotes place 
and direction ; so that ‘ Uhthydt paranchah ’ becomes quite reasonable con- 
struction [meaning ‘ behind the Uhthya"}; and this construction will not 
be inconsistent with the presence of the whole thing ; — ^just as in the case 
of the sentence ‘ Pardnchamagnyddhsydt purmradadhdti ", the Ablative Ending 
is in connection with time [meaning after], not in the sense of something 
from winch a thing is separated similarly should it be in the ease in 
question also. — ^From all this it follows that the Sodashin should be taken 
up out of the Agrayana, oxdj* 
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ADHYlYA X, p1dA;Y, . ABHIKABAHA (11).;: 

BVTRA (4:8), ■■ 

•As .FOR THE .' SEFABATION THAT IS- BASED TOOK , THE- .SBIILABITY.,,D 

' Stoma 
Bhasya, 

It lias been argued that the mention of separation indicates the Ulcthya 
as sonaething from which there is separation”. — But it is not so ; as a 
matter of fact, the ‘ separation ’ is based upon the similarity of Stoma ; when 
it is said that ‘ when they fetch the Ukthya and the So^cishinf they separate 
the what is meant is that, on account of its containing twenty^ 

^ one Stomas, the Sodaskin forms, as it were, the body of the UMhya ; hence 
it is spoken of as ‘ separated ’ from the previous two — ^v^hen it is said that 
‘ they fetch it from there ’. The Ablative Ending here also denotes time, 
not in the sens© of something from which there is separation.— From all 
this it follows that the should be taken tip out of the Agrayai^> 

.only. 



Adhikiabana (12) : The ^ Sodashin^ is accompanied bp 
^Stotra^ and ^ Shastra ^ hymns^ 

SUTRA (49). 

[P^EVAPAK^A]— ' On ACCOtTNT OF ITS CONNECTION WITH ' UkTHYA ^ 

AND ' AgNIvSTOMA ^ IT SHOULD BE WITHOUT ' StOTBA ’ AND 

‘Shastba'; if these were there, it would form 
another ‘ Terminus 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the subject of the 8o4c(>shin, it is declared that — ‘ At 
the Agnistoma, it should be taken up for the Edjanya ; it should be taken 
up in the TJhthya\ 

In regard to this there arises the question — Is the Sodashin to be 
accompanied by Stotra and Shastra ? Or is it to be without Stotra and 
Shastra ? 

The PuTvapaksa is as follows: — “The Sodashin should be without 
Stotra and Shastra . — ^Why "t—On account of Us connection with Uhthya and 
Agnistonia ; there is connection with UJdhya and Agnistoma in the text — 
‘At the AgniMorm, one should take it up for the Edjanya; it should be 
taken up at the Ukthya % this means that the Sodashin should be taken 
up during the And the Ukthya-Terminus. Now, this 

sacrifice of the Sodashin can belong to the Agni8tonia-Ter7ninus only if the 
Gup ( Sodashin) is taken up during that Terminus, and if no Stotia or Shastra 
used therein ; if the Stotra or Shastra is used there, then the process 
would end with the Sodashi-Stoma ; and in that case it would not belong to 
the Agnisto^na-Terminus, nor to the Ukthya-Termmus ; and this would be 
contrary to the following declaration that ‘ At the Agnistoma on© should take 
it for the Edjanya ; it should be taken up at the Ukthya \ As a matter of 
fact, the Sodashin has been laid down in connection with the Jyotistoma 
as accompanied by the Agnistoma, and it is a subsidiary of the Agnistoma 
tself ; — ^and no sacrifice is ever subsidiary to the Stotra and Shastra ; as the . 
sacrifice brings forward a definite reward ; while the Stotra and Shastra lead 
fco no results. It is only thus, not otherwise, that the Agnistoma becomes a 
Terminus of the Jyotisto7na.~'Prom ail this it follows that the Sodashin 
should be without Stotra and ShastraP 

SUTRA (50). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, it should be accompanied by ' Stotra ’ and 
‘Shastra’, because these are its subsidiaries. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the Sodashin shorM he accompanied hy Stotra and Shastra^ — 
why ? — Because these are its subsidiaries ; Stotra and Shastra are subsidiaries 


ABHYlYA X, PXBA Y, 'ABHIKABANA (12). 
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of the sacrifice, consequent upon the taking up of the Cup. — ^How so 1 — - 
There is the declaration that — ‘ Taking up the Cup, or raising the Ladle, 
one recites the 8iotra\ — which shows that when the contingency (cause, 
in the shape of the Talcing tip of the Cup) is there, the Contingent (reciting 
of the Stotra) must be there. Hence it follows that the Sodashin should be 
accompanied .hy 

SCTRA (51). 

Also,, bicaijse . we fixb an' 'indicative text. 

BJimya, 

, , There, is hiP indicative . text, whi,c}i,' points to the conclusion that the 
Sodashin is ,■ accompanied ■hy.^S'^o^m 'and How so ? — -The, text is as 

follows Grdhvd vd anye yajfmUratavah santisthante, tiTtjancluf nye ye hotd- 
ramabhisantisthante te fMrdhvdh^ ye vd achcchhdvdkam fe tiryanchah\ — “ How 
does this passage indicate the said conclusion ? ” — ^What the passage means 
is as follows — ‘There are two kinds of Sacrificial Performance — those that 
rest with the Hotr and those that rest with the AchchhdvdJca^ ; this could 
he SO only if the Sodashin, were accompanied by Stotra and Shastra ; other- 
wise, this Sodashin would rest with the Adhvaryu, — ^From this also it follows 
that thQ Sodashin should be accompanied by Stotra and Shastra. 

SUTRA (52). 

If it is anotheb Tebmines \ ' that is deb to a dibect 

DECLABATION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that if there are Stotra and Shastra in the Sodashin^ 
it becomes a- distinct ‘ Terminus k — If it becomes so, it does so on the strength 
of a direct declaration. The declaration relating to that which has been 
spoken of as ending with the Agnistoma clearly lays down that the Sodashin 
is another “ Terminus ’ ; — and what is there that a direct declaration cannot 
do?- — ^From this also it follows that t\iQ Sodmhin is accompanied by Stotra 
and Shastra, 




A.BH.iK..A-RA.isr.A. ( 13 ) : At the ‘ Angirasam Dviratra^^. there is 

^ preclusion y of the ^ 8 odashm\ 

SUTRA (53). 

[PUBVAPAKSA]— O^r ACCOUNT OF ABSENCE, IT IS TAKEN UP 
AT THE AtIBATBAS.’' 

BMsya. 

There is thQ ^ Angimsam Dvirdtra^^ in connection with which it is 
declared — ‘On the previous day there is the Yaikhmiasa Sdman, on the 
next day, the >9o<iasMn h 

In regard to this, there arises the question^ — Is this an injunction of 
the Sodashm ? Or a preclusion of it from cases where it is already 
admissible ? 

The FtmxipaJcsa is as follows : — “ Here we have the injunction of the 
^^odashm wliich is not otherwise admissible. As for the General Law, it is 
ptueiy inferential, and it cannot render anything admissible wMch is already 
directly enjoined as to be used elsewhere ; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the Sodashm has been enjoined as coming in ‘ on the second day, 
at the Dvirdtra ’ ; hence in so far as the ‘ Angirasam. dvirdtra * is concerned, 
the admissibility of the cannot be taken to be indicated by the 

General Law ; and hence it follows that the sentence in question should 
be taken as enjoining the ^o4(^shin, which is not already admissible.” 

SUTRA (54). 

[SiDBHInTA] — ^In FACT, THEBE SHOULD BE CONNECTION ; AS THE 
INJUNCTION IS AN ISOLATED ONE. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, there should he connection ; i.e. the declaration in question— 
‘ On the previous day, the Vaikhdnxzsa etc. etc. is for the purpose of pre- 
cluding the SodasMn from another sacrifice. — “ How can there be such 
* connection ’ ? ” — Because the injunction is an isolated one\ — “Which is the 
isolated injunction ? ” — ^The injunction that ‘ the Sodashm is taken up at the 
second day of the Dvirdtra '^ ; is the 8 o4a'Shin rendered admissible by this 
injunction that is spoken of in the text in question, wliich, thus, means 
that — ‘The Sodashin, which has been enjoined (in the said isolated injunc- 
tion) as to be taken up at the Dvirdtra, should be taken up at the Angirasam- 
Dvirdtra, not at other Dvirdtras 
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ABHYAYA X, PIDA V,- ' ABHIKABANA (13), 

■Or, 'tlie AdMharmm may be' presented' as, follows : — 

■ The FurmpaksOf —'''' On account of. absence, it is Ti\JK:EN up at the 
AtibatbaS: (Sfi. 53). The ,taidng np of th© Bodasliin at the Ailrairas. in 
accordance with the Archetype, is optional; and having recognised it as an 
optionah factor admissible at. all Dvirdtras^ there is a^ restriction laid down 
by '.the, text that it is taken up ' on the second day of the Dvirdtra'' ; 
and it;, is , in reference to this that we 'have the text in question, which means 
that there is * absence’ of the ^odasliin at the other Dvirdtras ; and by 
reason of tills ‘ absence % it becomes restricted to the second day of the 
A^irasam Dvimtm^\ — Biddhdnta — ^There should be connection, as ^ the ' 
INJUNCTION IS AN ISOLATED ONE (Su. 54). As a matter of fact, the ‘ later * days 
of all Dvirdtras are connected with the Sodashin ; as is clear from the ‘ isolated ^ 
injunction that ‘ it is taken up on the second day of the Dvirdtra \ — “ This 
text should be taken as the reiteration or preclusion of the Sodashin in 
regard to the ‘ later ’ day ’’.—The answer to that is that a Direct Assertion 
cannot be precluded by any speciheatory text, as there would be three 
objections (to this preclusion) : viz. (1) non-acceptance of what is expressed 
by the text, (2) assumption of a different meaning, and (3) the exclusion 
of what is known to be admissible. — Nor can it be taken bs reiteration (of 
w^hat has been said in the other text), because the two sentences are entirely 
distinct.— “ What then is the meaning of the expression ‘ Sodashyuttare ’ ? ” 
— This is an injumtion, not of the Sodashin ; but of the Vaikhdriasa-Sdman ; 
— ^what is enjoined is that — ‘ there is the VaiMmnasa’-Sdman on the previous 
day’; what follows in the \ 8 odashyuttare'^ is a mere reiterative 

reference, the injunction of admissibility being contained in the previous 
‘ isolated ’ injunction. Hence what is to be taken up (at the Angirasdm 
Dvirdtra) is the Sodashin already enjoined elsewhere. 

[The Nydyamdld remarlcs that the former presentation of the AdhiJearana is 
according to the Yrttihdra's interpretation, and the latter is in accordance with th© 
interpretation of the Bhdaya-Jedra himself,] 



ABHmAKANA (14): The " Sodashin ^ is to be talcen up at 
the several ^ Ahlna ’ sacrifices. 

StJTRA (55). 

[PtIbvapaksa]—“ The seotehce ‘ ChatijbthSI chathbthe'ham ahi- 

ISfASYA GRHYATS’ SHOXJLB BE TJKDEBSTOOD TO MEAK THAT 
THEBE SHOULD BE BEBETITIOH ; AS IH THE CASE OF 

■ Eatihg’.” 

BMsya. 

In reference to the Sodmhin^ it has been declared — ‘ Chaturthe chatwrthe 
ahani aUnasya g^hyate * [‘ The Sodashin is taken up on the fourth day and 
the fourth day’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -Does this mean that at 
one and the same Ahhia sacrifice, the SodasMn should be repeated (on the 
fourth day) ? Or, that it should be repeated in the sense that it should be 
taken up at the fourth day of each of the several AMna-sacrifices ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows It should be repeated at one and the 
« same Ahlna. — ^Why ? — Because the text contains the word ^ahlnasya^ 
which means * of one Ahlna ’ ; if it were taken as standing for several Ahlnas, 
this could be only by Indirect Indication, while under our view it is Direct 
Denotation. Further, if several Ahlnas had been meant, then the repetition 
(of the word ‘Chaturthe’) would have been entirely superfluous; and the 
required idea would have been obtained by the simple expression ‘ Chatwrthe 
ahani ahlnasya^ (‘ on the fourth day of the AMna^). If, on the other hand, it 
refers to a single Ahma, then the repetition serves a useful purpose. Hence 
the Sodashin should be repeated at one and the same — like eating; 

just as in the case of the expression ‘ Ohaturthe chatwrthe ahani devadatio 
hhuhkte \ it is imderstood to mean that ‘ having eaten on the fourth day, 
he eats again on another day during the same fortnight ’, — similarly 
should it be in the ease in question also. — -From all this it follows that there 
should be repetition at the same Ahlna^ 

StJTEA (56). 

[Stddhanta]-~In fact, it should be taeeh uf at sevebal AhIhas ; 

BECAUSE OF THE MENTIOK OF THE NUMBEB ; AS IK THE CASE 
OF THE ' FoBTKIOHT ’ ; AS IT IS OKLY THUS THAT THE 
KUMBEB SEBYES A USEFUL PUBPOSB. 

BMsya. 

In fact, the Sodashin is taken up on the fourth day of several Ahlna 
sacrifices ; as it is only in this way that there would be a number of ‘ taking 
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Up \ In one Ahlna^ there can foe only one ‘ fourth day % the other would 
foe the ‘eighth day h— It. has foeen 'argued that — “trader the Furmpak^a 
\dew, the term. ‘ a/mia ’ would foe taken in its direct denotation”. — It m 
true that there would foe direct denotation ; font mere direct denotation 
cannot do anything; as the character of ‘fourth’ would not be there. In 
our view, there is Indirect Indication, and this does serve a useful purpose. — 
Further, under om view, there need foe no indirect indication either ; as* 
the singular niimfoer (in ‘ aliani ’) may foe taken as standing for the generic 
entity. — ^It has foeen argued that “repetition would foe superfluous”; — 
font that is not right ; merely because a certain term would foe superfluous, 
there can foe no justification for assuming a meaning of words 'which the 
words do not express at all.- — ^From all this it follows that the SodasMn is 
to foe taken up at the seveTal Ahmm ;--~as in the case of the \fortnight^ ; 
in the case of the expression ^ paUchamydm pahchamydm hhuhhteA, it is 
understood to mean the day of two distinct fortnights ; the same should 
foe the ease in the present instance also.— We conclude therefore that the 
SodasMn should foe taken up at several Ahlnas, 

StJTEA;(57). 

In the case oe ‘ Eating the nxjmbeb can be applicable. 

Bhdsya. 

It has foeen argued that “ it should foe as in the case of Eating ” ; — ^fout 
in the case of Eating, it is by implication that the other day also is regarded 
as the ‘ fourth ’ ; that is, the second occasion of eating would be the ‘ fourth ’ 
day only when it is counted from the first occasion of Eating, which alone 
is really the ‘ fourth day ’ ; — in the ease of the Ahlna, that occasion would 
foe the eighth day. In the case of an act (like sacrifice) which is governed 
entirely by Verbal authority, we can understand only that much as is actually 
expressed by the word ; and not on the basis of secular practice. Thus then, 
it is only right that in the case of Eating (which is a secular act), the ordinary 
secular practice should foe followed ; in the case of the Ahlna however (which 
is a Vedic act), that alone can foe admitted which is expressed by the word. 



Adhikabana (16): It is at the Ectype that the ‘ Orahas^ 
should he led by ‘ Agrayana 

SCTRA (58). 

Ik the case oe the teem ‘ JagatsImak — ^inasmuch as there is 

NO SUCH SAMAN,— THE SAMAN WOULD TAKE THAT NAME 
THROUGH THE VERSE. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Yadi ratkantarasamd 

Yadi jagafsdmd' dgrayayjtdgrdn^ [‘If the Soma-sacrifice 

should be one at wMch the Batkantara’Sdman is chanted, then the grahas 
should be led by those dedicated to Indra-Vdyii . . . . . * If it is one at 
which the Jagat-Smnan is simg, the grahas should be led by the Agrayana \} 
TMs second sentence is the subject-matter for consideration. 

In regard to this, the question that arises is— -Does this character of 
being led by the Agrayana find place in the Archetype ? Or in the Ectype ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows;- — “In accordance with the Context, it 
should find place in the Archetype. As a matter of fact, the sacrifice referred 
to in the expression ‘if the Soma-sacrifice be one at which the Jagat- 
Sdman is chanted’ is the Jyotistoma itself (which is the Archetype), — ^the 
name Jagat-samd'" being applied to it by some sort of relationship — -of 
quality or of action.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Even though we 
find the term ' Jagatsdman^ actually used, yet it is through the verse alone 
that the Sdman covdd take that name* — Why so V — Because there is no such 
Sdma.n ; in the whole of the Sdinaveda, there is no such Sdman as ‘ Jaga/t- 
sdma^ ; hence that sacrifice alone can be called * Jay atsdmd^ at which the 
Smnan is chanted over a verse in the Jagatl metre (as the basic verse) -and 
such a sacrifice is the Visuvat (an Ectypal sacrifice). — “ But the Visuvat 
has been spoken of as being one at which the grahas are led by Shukra 
That does not affect the case ; this latter may be taken as pertaining to cases 
where the Visuvat is performed with a view to a particular reward.— From 
all tliis it follows that the character in question is to find place in the Ect 3 rpal 
Sacrifice, VisuvaL 


This same Sutra (58) may be explained differently as embodying the- 
following Adhikararta, 
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(16), 

ABHmABANA; (16 The name Jugatsdma ^ applies to the 
Wimvat^ sacrifice. 

StJTRA (58).. 

In- TH^ CASE OF THE TERM '■ JaGATSImAN INASMT^GH AS THEBE IS , 

HO SUCH SlMAH,— THE SaMA WOULD TAKE THAT HAAIE THROUGH 

THE VERSE. 

Bhdsya, 

Tlie text for consideration is the same as above — ' Yadi jagatsdmd 
dgrayandgrdn grahdn grhndti \ 

In regard to this there arises the question-— What is it that is meant 
by ^ Jagatsdmd ' ? {a) Is it one that has either of the two Sdmans — Eathan- 
tara or Brhat ? (b) Or that wiiich has both these Sdmans ? (c) Or is it 

that wiiich has the Bathantara only ? (d) Or is it that wherein the Sdmun 

is chanted over a basic verse in the ? 

The Furvapahfa is as follows: — -“(a) It is that at which the Sdman is 
either Bathantara or Brhat — ^Why ?■— Because there is no reason for dis- 
criminating between the two. That it is so is indicated by the fact that 
the J yotistoma is the sacrifice dealt with in the Context, and at ttiis sacrifice 
either of the two Sdmans may be chanted.— (6) Or, that sacrifice may be 
regarded as * Jagatsdmd ’ at which both the said Sdmans are chanted ; the 
term ^jagat^ denotes whole; and the Jyotispma qqvM. foe spoken of as 
having the ‘ whole Sdman ’ only if it had both the Sdmans ; if only one of 
the two alone were used, then the term ^ gagat^ conld not be taken as a 
qualifying term, and it would have to be regarded as being of no signi- 
ficance at all. Hence it follows that it must be a sacrifice having both the 
Sdmans, — (c) Or, that may be regarded as "Jagatsdmd^ which has the 
Bathantara only ; as the basic verse of the Bathantara — ‘ Ishdnamasya 
jagatah svardrsham^ — contains the term ^jagaV, If the ^Jagatsdmd’' 
were that at wiiich both {Bathantara and Brhat) are chanted, then the 
Injunction in question would be doing what is already done, and as such 
it would be superfluous. Hence there can be no combination of those two- 
at the Archetype; so that that alone can be regarded as ^ Jagatsdmd^ at 
which the Ra^/ianiara alone is chanted.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdfita: — ^That is 
called ‘ Jagatsdmd ’ at which the iSawaw- is chanted over a basic verse in the 
Jagatl metre. This is the view that is supported by the direct denotation 
of the term. Otherwise, if the term were taken as standing for the Bathantara- 
Sdman, the verse would indicate the word and the word would indicate the 
Sdman ; so that there would be indicative indication. For this reason the 
name ‘ Jagatsdmd ’ should be taken as standing for that at which this Sdman 
is chanted over a basic verse in the Thus then, it is through 

the verse (in the Jagatl metre) that the Sdman named ^ Jagat^ would be 
taken as occurring at the Vi§mat sacrifice. — “ But the Visuvat has been 
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is spoken of as ‘ J^ra. 




Abhikabaha (17) : , At the ^ Samsam^ sacrifice, fieither the 
^ Agriyavatl^ nor the ^ UpavatV verse is to he used. 

SUTRA (59). 

[PUBVAPAKSA (A)] — '' At a SAGBIPICE WEEE both SaMAKS ABE 

CHANTED, THAT WHICH IS CONTINaENT SHOULD BE USED 
OPTIONALLY, BECAUSE BOTH ABE EQUAL.’’ 

BMsya. 

Tiler© are certain sacrifices called ^ Ubhayasdman" (Svhere both 
Samans are chanted ’), — such as ‘ Both should be chanted at the Sammva ’ ; 
— again in connection with Ekdha sacrifice called ApachUi^ we read — ‘ Both, 
the> Baihantara diiuA thB Brhat, should be chanted' ; — now contingent upon 
the adoption of the Rathantara or of the Brhaty we have the rule that ‘ in 
connection with the Rathantara^ one should adopt the verse containing 
the term ‘‘upa\ and in connection with the Brhat, one should adopt the 
verse containing the term Va^r%a’. 

Now there arises the following question : — (a) Should the verse adopted 
be either the one contingent upon the RathantaraBdman (i.e. the verse with 
^ Upa ^), or that contingent upon the BrhatBdman (i.e. the verse with 
‘ agriya ’), and there should be option ?— Or (6) Should that alone be adopted 
which is contingent upon the Rathantara-Sdman ? Or (c) Should that be 
adopted which is contingent upon something totally different (from both 
Rathantara emA Brhat) 

The Purvapahm is as follows : — One should adopt that contingent 
upon either the one or the other,— there being optimi, — Why ? — Because 
the admissibility of both is equal, and combination of both is impossible ; 
— ^nor is there any reason for selecting either one of the two to the exclusion 
of the other, — ^justifying the adopting of that contingent upon one, and not 
that contingent upon the other ; nor is it possible to adopt both the verses. 
Hence there must be option^ 

StJTRA (60). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (B)] — Ob, PBEDOMINANCE SHOULD BE THE 
DETEBMININa EACTOB.” 

BMsya, 

It has been argued that the admissibility of both is equal and there 
is no reason for selecting either one of the two ; — ^but we say that there is 
such a reason, in the shape of ‘ predominance *, which, as applying to the 
Rathantara, consists in its being mentioned first ; as is going to be explained 
under 12. 2. 23.” 
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StJTEA (61). 

ISiBBHIota] — FACT, OH ACOOITNT OF THE ABSEHOE OF THE COH- 
TIHOBHCIES, THE ACTIOH SHOULD BE DETBEMIHED BY 
THE SACBIFICE ITSELF. 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘m’ ('in fact’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
.above. ■ ■■ 

There should be exclusion of both the contingencies (Brhat as well 
as Eathantara), and the sacrifice alone should be regarded as the determining 
factor ; such being the case, it would be a case neither oi Eathantara-Saman 
nor of Brhat-Sdman; in fact, the Sdman would be made up of both; con- 
sequently the verse adopted should bo neither the one with ' Upa ’ nor the 
one with Agriya' ; that alone may be adopted which is related to the 
sacrifice itself. 


. The C%p dedicated to Ind/ra-¥d§u:m 
not to he hrongM wp before all Gups. 

SUTRA (62). 

[PfiBVAPAKSA] — In^rASMXJCH AS THE CUP BBDIGATED TO IkdEA-VI’X'H' ^ 
IS SPOKEN OF, AS THE ‘ FOBEMOST IT SHOULD BE BEOTJaHT , 

HP AT THE BEO-INlSriNG,’' 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma w© read — Vdg vd aindrmdymo 
yadamdravdyamgrd grahd grkyante vdcha?nevdvarund?ie ■ [where the ‘ aindra- 
vdyava ’ enp is spoken as the ‘ agra \ ‘ first ‘ foremost % of all cups while 
in the Mantm-kdnda and the Brdhmaim-Jcdndaf the order of the Gups is 
as follows : — (1) Upamshu-graha, (2) Antaryama-graM^ (B) Aindravdyava- 
graha^ (4) Maitrdvamna-grafha and so forth, where the Aindravayava has the 
iS/iird place]. 

In regard to this there arises the question* — In accordance with the 
text quoted — Should the ‘ aindravdyavagraha ’ (Oup dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu) be brought (from the third place) to the beginning, before all the 
Test, even before the Updmshu and the Antarydma Cups? Or is it to be 
taken up only before the Shuhramanthi-Onp^ I 

The Purvapaksa vi&w is as follows Oup dedicated to Indra- 
Vdyu should he brought up before all tke rest.— Why "t— Because it is spoken of 
as the ‘ agra ’ foremost \ first ’) ; the text quoted above clearly lays down 
^ the ‘first’ place for the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu — ^ Aindravdyavdgram 
grhndti -which clearly means that the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu should 
be dealt with before all the other Cups : so that, without any distinction, all 
the Gups should be treated so that the Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu comes 
before them. If the Gup in question were not brought up before all the others, 
then the Updmshu and Gups would not be such as have the 

Cup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu before them. On the other hand, when the 
Cup is brought up before all, then all the Gups become such as have the Cup 
dedicated to Indra-Vdyu before them.— Then, as a matter of fact, the text in 
question does not enjoin merely the ‘ first ’ place for the Cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vdyu ; if that had been enjoined, then that would have been fulfilled 
by making that Oup ‘ first ’ in relation to any few Cups ; — ^what is actually 
enjoined is that character of Gups which consists in having the Cup 

dedicated to Ind/ra-Vdyu before them ; hence (according to this Injunction) 
that character has to he brought about in all the Cups\ consequently the 
Cup has got to be brought up before all the Cups. — ‘ How do you know that 
what is enjoined is the character of all the Gups ?’ — That it is so is clear 
from the assertion itself ‘ One should make the Cups such as have the Aindra- 
Vdyava Cup before them'* ; what this sentence lays down is not that the 
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Oup slioald be ‘made’; what is asserted is that the Gups should be made- 
such as have that particular Oup before them ; so that the character of 
beiDg ‘first’ (as belonging to the Aindra'Ddyava-Gup) is, not for its own 
sake, but only for imparting the aforesaid character to the other Cups. — 
From all this it follows that the Gup dedicated to Indra-Vdyu should be 
brought up before all the Oups.” , 

StJTRA (63). 

[SrODHAKTA] — BAOT, THB OTOS HATOa THE PARTICULAR CHARACTER 

ARE EQUALLY EHDOWBB WITH THAT CHARACTER ; AHD WHAT IS 
MEAKT BY I AcBA ’ SHOULD, ON THE BASIS OF THE 

Context, BE taken to be that the Cup 

IN QUESTION SHOULD BE DEALT WITH IN 
ITS OWN PLACE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ^api vd' (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The Cup in question should not be brought up before all the rest ; it 
should be taken up in its ow?^ p^ce.— “ Why Because what is enjoined 

in the text is not the fact of the Oup in question being the ‘ first ’ , — which 
would be the indication of Syntactical Connection ; what is enjoined is the 
taking up of the Cups of which the Oup in question is the ‘ agm ’ 
(first), as is directly expressed by the words of that text which lays down 
that ‘ in the case of the Soma^sacrifice being one at wMch the Rathantara- 
Sdrmn is chanted, those Cups which have been declared to have the Aindra^ 
Vdyava Cup as their first should, by reason of that character, be taken up in 
that particular order ’ ; so that the ‘ taking up ’ enjoined is only of those Cups 
that, in their own normal position, have the Aindramyava Cup before them 
[and not of those that are made so by the transference of the Aindra- Vdyava 
Cup]. Hence we conclude that the Aindra-Vayava Oup is not to be brought 
up before all the rest. 

StJTEA (64). 

Also because of the presence of the term ‘ DhIrI k 

Bhdsya. 

Further, in the text speaking of the Aindra-V dyava Cup, we find the 
term " dhdrd" {‘stream ’) — ' Anvd avyavachchhiwmyd dhdrayd grhndti^ ; 
from which it is clear that what is laid down is the taking up of those dhdrd- 
grahas only which have the Aindra-Vdyava Oup before them [and not of 
all Cups']. 



ADinKAE-AKA ( 19 ) when the desire for a reward is 

there^ the Aindramyava Gup is not to he brought 
up before alt 
SUTRA (65). 

■ [PfBVAPAKSA] — ''W eek there is desire eor reward mentioned,. 

THE ChP must be BROHO-HT TO THE BEGINNING, BECAUSE OF 
THE DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT.’’ 

BMsya. 

Ill some eases we have a declaration of the Cup dedicated to Indr a- 
Vdyu in reference to the presence of a desire for rewards ; e.g. ‘ One who 
desires that there shonid be offsprings as before should take up the Cups in 
such a way as to make the Aindravdyava Cup the first 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the Cup in question 
be brought up before all the rest ? Or should here also the Cup be taken 
in its own place ? 

The apparent answer to the question is that, in accordance %vith the 
principle arrived at in the preceding Adliikarana, the Cup in question should 
be taken up in its own place. 

As against this, we have the following Purvapaksa In a case where 
there is desire for reward mentioned, the Cup must be brought up before all 
the rest. — ^Why ? — Because of the declaration to that effect ; there is the direct 
declaration to the effect that ‘one who desires tliat there should be off- 
springs as before should take up the Cups in such a way as to make the- 
Aindramyava Cup the first ’ ; this declaration would serve a useful purpose 
only if it were taken as laying down the fact of the Aindravdyava Cup coming 
before all others, and if, in accordance with this the said Cups were actually 
brought up before all the rest. If it were taken (as suggested by the 
Siddhdntin in the preceding Adhikaraim) that what is laid dowm is only the 
taking up of the Cups of which the Aindravdyava is the first, — then the 
declaration would not lead to any particular form of activity (and as such,, 
would be futile). Hence it follows that the Cup in question must be brought 
up before all the rest.^^ _ 

SUTRA (66). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as the term ^ agra ’ is belated to those. 

OCCUPYING A CERTAIN POSITION, THE DECLARATION SPEARING 
OF THE DESIRE FOR REWARD SHOULD REFER TO THOSE ; 

SPECIALLY ON ACCOUNT OF THE PRESENCE OF 
WHAT IS ESSENTIAL. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been said regarding the Cup in question having to be- 
brought up before all the rest is not right ; the order of sequence can be 
31 
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duly followed only when the Oiip is taken up in its own place in the series; 
hence it must be taken up in its own place.— It has been argued that “ on 
account of the text laying downi the place for the Giip, it must be brought 
up before all the rest but that is not so ; in fact, wdiat the text lays 
down is in relation to those Cups which in their owui normal position in the 
‘ stream h have the Amd;rmdyava Cup before tiiena the reward in question 
would be brought about only if there were the ' taking up V of just those 
Cups which have that character of having the Aindmvdyava before it ; 
thus alone would the Direct signification of the w^ords be follow^ed ; wdule 
your view w^ould have the support of Syntactical Connection ; and Direct 
Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — It has been 
argued that — “ if the declaration were taken as the injunction of the taking 
up (of just these Cups), then it would not lead to any particular form of 
activity’’. — ^The answer to this is that there are two distinct connections — 
by one connection, the essential (compulsory) act (of Taking up) is related 
to the desire for reward, the meaning being that ‘the particular reward 
should be obtained by means of the Taking up %— and by the other connec- 
tion, there is the essential act by itself (without reference to any reward), — 
in the sense that ‘ one should take up those Cups which have the Aindra- 
vdyava Gup before them’ ; — ^so that the particular form of activity is duly 
secured. Hence the declaration in question should be taken as laying down, 
as a means of securing the reward, the taking up of the Cup in its own place ; 
BO that the Cup in question has to be taken up in its own place in the 
series. 


Adhik;arana (20) : TM Gups idhich have the Ashvina Gup 
as their foremost have to he hr ought forward. 

SOTRA (67). 

[PObvapaksa] — “In otheb cases also, the teem ‘agba’ 
SHOtTLD be taken AS BEEOEE.” 

Bhasya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; in connection with which there are 
'mentioned Cups other than that dedicated to J.ndra~V dyu, in connection 
with a desire for partieTilar results : — (a) ‘ For one who is ill, one should 
take up the Gups with thelJ^s/rrhia-Cup as the foremost {*' agra ”) h (6) ‘For 
on© who is performing a malevolent rite, one should take up the Cups with 
the Shukra-Gup m the foremost’, (c) ‘For one a>gainst whom a malevolent 
rite is being performed, on© should take up the Cups with the Mmithin Cup 
■as 'the foremost 

In regard to all this, there arises the question, — should, in all these cases 
also, the Cups specilied as ‘foremost’ be taken up in their own places ? 
Or should they b© brought up before all the other Cups ? 

The Fmvapaksa is as follows; — “ 7n other cases, — i.e. in the taking 
up of Cups other than the Aindravdyava, — also the term ‘ agra ’ foremost ’) 
should he taken as before ; i,e. the Cups should be taken up in their own 
places ; and the result desired would be connected with those Cups of which 
•certain Cups have been mentioned as the ‘ foremost 

SUTRA (68). 

[SibdhInta] — In fact, it should be bbought up ; because the 

‘ AGBA WHICH IS CONNECTED WITH THE ESSENTIAL FACTOB, 

HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH THE BESULT). 

Bhasya, 

The Cups in question should be brought back before the Aindravdyava 
Cup. — “ Why ? ” — Because in this case the desire for results has no con- 
nection with the essential factor. — ^Tf the desire were present in the case of 
the essential act also, the term ‘ agra ’ — as appearing in the words ‘ dshvind- 
gran ’ and ‘ 7nanthyagrdn ’ — coxild not be applicable to it ; because the 
presence of that declaration is not found to give rise to any particular 
form of activity ; while if it were withdrawn to before the Aindravdyava 
Cup, then the said declaration would serve a useful purpose. — ^Then again, the 
Cups in question are those that are used at the Archetype, and in reference 
to these the sentence in question lays down the character of having the Ashvina 
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for their first and of having the Shuhrafor their first. Hence it follows that the 
Cups m question should be brought up to the beginning. 

StiTEA (69). 

Thebe is a text indicating the said ‘ beinging hp '. 

' ■ ■ ■ Bhdsya. 

^ There is the tex.tr~' Bharayegustam yam Mmaya grhtiiyuh, aindra- 
vayavam grhitva sadayU yam hamaya grhrnyuh\ [‘They should 
hold that which they have taken up with the desire for a certain result • 
having taken up the Aindravayava Cup, they should deposit that which thev 
lave taken up with the desire for a result ’] ;-here it is said that that 
o be held wMch has been taken up with the desire for a certain result' 
w uch shows that the Aindravayava Cup is to be taken up.— For this reason 
also the Cups in question should be brought up before all the rest. 


ADHiKAEAisrA (21) : The ^ Ashvina^ ami other Gups are to 
be brought fortmrd just before the ^ Aindravdyava ’ 

Cup. 

StJTEA (70). 

It should be beiob to the ' AindbatIyava ’ ; because that* is 

THE BOSITION ASSIGNED TO THE ' AGEA 
BJidsya, 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; in connection with that certain 
Cups are spoken of as coming after the Aindravdyava Gup, and as to be taken 
up for the fulfilment of certain desires; — e.g. ^ Ashvindgrcm grahdn grhndti 
dfrmyapinah % ‘ For one who is ill, one should take up the Gups with the 
Ashvina Gup as the first ’ ; — " Shukrdgrdnabhicharatahd ^ ‘ For one who is 
performing a malevolent rite, the Cups with the Shuhra Oup as the first ’ ; — 

^ Manthyagrdrbabhichciryamdnasya ‘ For one against whom a malevolent rite 
is being performed, the Gups wdth the Manthm Cup as the first ’.—It has 
been settled (in the preceding Adhikarana) that these Gups are not to be 
taken up in their places, but ai’e to be brought forward. 

3S[ow there arises the question — ^Are these to be brought forward prior 
to all the Gups ? Or prior to some Cups (without any restriction) ? — Or 
prior definitely to the Aindravdyava Cup ? 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ as there is no rule laying down the exact 
place whereto the Gups in question are to be brought forward, there can 
be no restriction [and they may be brought forward anywhere one likes].” 

In answer to this we have the following Skldhdnta : — They should he 
brought forward prior to the Aindraddyava Gup why H^hecause that is the 
position assigned to tJie ‘ agra ’ ; it has been recognised that the place meant 
by the term ^agra% ‘first’ (as occurring in ‘ dshvindgrdn ’ and other words), 
is that after bhe Updmshu and Antarydma Qxrps, and before the Aindravdyava 
Oup. — “ How so ? ” — In accordance with the previous text — ‘ If the So^Tza- 
sacrifice should be one at which the is chanted, one 

takes up the Cups with the AIndmmt/am as the first ’ — ^the Cups have been 
taken up at the Archetype as with the Aindravdyava as the first ; — and in 
this text the taking up of these Cups has been laid down as in relation to the 
Aindvavdyava Gup ; — and having been laid down there, it cannot be taken 
as laid down again in connection with ‘those having the Ashvina for their 
first’, or ‘ those having the Shuhra for their first’, or ‘those having the 
Manthin for their first ’ ; — ^lienee all that the text in question can be taken 
as laying down is the fact of these being the ‘ first ’ ; — ^now here the Cups 
tha,t have been spoken of in the context are ‘ those having the Aindravdyava 
for their first ’ ; so that when the question arises as to what one should do, 
in the ease of one performing a malevolent rite, to ‘the Gups with the 
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SImkra as the first’, — the answer is that he should ‘take these Tip’; and 
this tiaturally has to be taken along with the Context ; we cannot coimeet 
the ^Shuhragrdn^ with simply ‘ .gmMn ’ ; as there would be no term ex- 
pressing the ‘ taking ux-) ’• — With what then is it to be connected It has 
to bo connected with the term ‘ aindramyavdgra ^ which appears in the context, 
— the full sentence being ^ Shukrdgrdn grhnlyd^aindramyavdgrdn'^ (in the sense 
that ‘one should take up the Cups with the Shuhra as the first, are 

prior to the AUidravdyava'^) ; axid what these Gups are has been described 
there. — ^Thas the conclusion is that the Cups in question are to be brought 
forward prior to the AirvArmayam Cup. 

StJTRA (71). 

Also BECAtrsE theib pbobebties abe sijmilab. 

Bhdsya, 

The Cups in question have properties similar to those of the Aindmvd- 
yava ; in the latter we find the presenee of the ‘ stream ’ ; hence we con- 
clude that when the text speaks of the ‘ first it is in relation to those Cups 
that are connected with the ‘ stream 

StJTRA {72). 

To THE SAME END WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — Dhdrayeyiistam yam hdmd^a gydimyuh^ aindra* 
vdyavam grhltvd sddayet, atha tarn sddayet yam hdmdya grlmlyvdi ’ — ^where 
the holding of the Almdravdyam i^ spoken oi as coming after the holding 
of the Gup that has been taken up with the desire for a certain reward.- — 
This also shows that the Cups in question should be brought forward prior 
to ihe Aindravdyava Oup. 


Adhikaeana (22) : The ‘ depositing ’ also is to he brought 

fonmrd. 

SUTEA (73). 

The ‘ DEPOSITING ’ also ; as it is StTBSmiAIlY. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the deelarafion — ‘ Ashmndgrdyi grhmydt umavaydmnahy sJiMlcrd^ 
gran grhmydt ahhicharatah, ftianthyagrcm grhmydt abkieharyamanmya ’ ; — 
it has been explained that the Oiips spoken of here are to be brought up 
prior to the Aindravdyava Gtf/p,' 

Now there arises the question — Is the ‘ depositing ’ also (of these Cups) 
to foe brought up ?■— Or not ? 

We assert (says the Funmpahsin) that ‘Hhere being no declaration to 
that effect, the Depositing should not be brought forward ; our sole authority 
is the Vedic word ; and what the Vedic word lays down is the bringing 
forward of the ‘ Taking up ’ of the Oups, not of the ‘ depositing ’ ; hence- 
the Depositing is not to be brought forward.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The * depositing * 
also — should * be brought forward ; — ^why ? — ^because the ‘ depositing ’ is 
only subsidiarjj' to the ‘ taking up’ ; — the taking up of the Cups is for'tho 
purposes of ojferimj ; and this offering has got to be done of several 
substances at one and the same time ; they could not be used for being 
offered as libations unless they were deposited, kept in proper places ; in fact,, 
it is by depositing that the taking up becomes fit for the act of offering ; — 
hence it follows that the depositing is subsidiary to the Taking up ; ands 
hence when the Taking up is brought forward, the Depositing must also be 
brought forward. 

StJTRA (74). 

Also becafsb we eevti) indicative texts. 

^ Bhdsya. 

A text is also found to be indicative of the same conclusion. — “ Which 
text ?” — ' Dkdrayeyustam yam kdmdya grhmyuh, aindravdyavam grhlivd 
sddayet, atha tarn sddayet yam kdmdya grhmyuh ’ ; this clearly shows that the 
depositing also has to be brought forward. 



Adhikarana (23): The 'offering’ is not to he brought 

forward. 

SUTEA (75). 

[P^evapaksa]— *' The / oi’FEB.ma ’ ALSO should be teeated like 

THE ■ BBBOSITINO ’.'V 
Bhdsya, 

There is tlie following declaration — - Ashvindgrdn grhndti dmaydvinah^ 
shuhrdgrdnahhicharatahf mari^hyagrdnahkicMryamdnasya^ ;*—it has been estab- 
lished that when the * taking up V of these Gnps is brought forward, their 
‘ depositing ’ is also brought forward. 

How there arises the question — When the ‘ taking up ’ has been brought 
forward, is the ‘ oifering ’ also brought forward ? Or not ? 

The Purmpaksa is as follows: — ‘‘The offering is hiought forward. — 
Why? — Because of the relationship; the taking up and the offering are 
mutually connected ; as the Cup is taken up only for being offered ; it is only 
thus that it serves a visible purpose ; otherwise, all that is done after the 
‘depositing’ would be for an unseen purpose; — the Taking up however 
is not for an unseen purpose ; hence whenever, at any other time, the offering 
is to be made, the taking up has to be done. Such being the cAse, whenever 
there is Taking up, Offering must be there ; such being the connection (be- 
tween the Taking up and the Offering), the Offering hsis to be treated like the 
Depositing ; that is, just as on the bringing forward of the Taking up, the 
Depositing is brought forward, similarly the Offering also should be brought 
forward.” 

SUTRA (76). 

As A MATTEE OF FACT, IT IS HOT SO ; BECAUSE IT IS THE PEINCIPAL 
FACTOE ; AS FOE THE ‘ BEFOSITIHa % IT IS TEEATED AS ABOVE 
BECAUSE IT IS A SUBSIDIAEY FACTOE. 

BJidsya, 

It is not true that the offering is brought forward. Because the offering 
is the principal factor ; it is not a mere auxiliary to the Taking up ; — ^lienee 
it is not brought forward (along with the Taking tip). It has been argued 
that it should be treated like the -but Depositing is a subsidiary 

factor ; that is why it is brought forward. 



Adhekabana (24) : The mention of ‘ Aiyidmvayavdgra ’ in 
connection toiih the ‘ Tryanlha ’ is for the piir^wse 
of pointing out the similarity of procedure. 

SUTRA (77). 

:[PCE.VAI>AK9A] — “ In CONNECTION WITH THE TeYANIeI, THE MENTION 
OE WHAT AEE ALEEADY INDICATED BY THE GbNEEAD LaW 
CAN BE ONLY FOE THE PITEFOSBS OF EXTLOGISING.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection witli the Dvadashdha sacrifice, there is the Tryanikd, 
described in the following text . — ^ Aindravdyavdgrau prdya7ilyodayamyaUy 
dashamanclidhahf athetaresdm nmdmMmahndm aindravdyavdgram pi'athaman 
uhahf etc. etc.’ 

[‘ Tryamhd ’ is that which has three amkas, facets, in the shape of the 
Aindravdyava, the Shukra and the Agrayaiia — says the Nydyamdld . — According to 
th.Q Suhodhim, ^Tryanlkd’’ is the name given to nine ‘days’ of thB -Dvddaahaha, 
excluding ilcie first, last, and tenth ‘days’.] 

In the above passage it is declared that the first ‘ day ’ has the Aindra- 
vdyma Cup as the first, and the second ‘day’ has the Shiihra Cup as the 
first; — inasmuch as the Eathantara-Sdman is chanted on the First Day, 
and the Brhat-Sdfnan on the second Day, — ^the presence of both the sa.id 
Cups as the first is already indicated by the General Law. 

iSTow there arises the question— When the same fact (of the two Cups 
being the first on the First Day and the Second Day respectively, which is 
already indicated by the General Law) is mentioned again in the passage 
quoted above, — (a) is it for the purpose of reiterating the same ? (b) Or 

for precluding others ? (c) Or as a mere commendatory declaration ? Or 

(d) for the purpose of pointing out that the same procedure is to be 
■adopted ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ It should be taken as meant to be only 
a commendatory declaration. — Why ? — ^When a text merely reiterates what 
has been already asserted before, it does not lead to any particular form of 
activity [hence alternative (a) cannot be accepted]. As for the second 
alternative (6), Preclusion is always open to a three -fold objection. Hence 
the passage should be taken as a declaration , — ‘ What is the 

quality that is commended here ? ’—It is the quality of propriety — it being 
regarded as right and proper that on the Third Day the Agrayana Gup 
should be the first. — ^How so ? — ’Because it has been declared that on the 
First Day, the Amdravdyava Cup is to be the first, and on the Second Day, 
the Shukra Cup is to be the first ; and nothing has been said in regard to 
the Third Day ; hence it is only right and proper that on the Third Day, 
the Agrayana should be the first.” 
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SUTRA (78), 

|SlDDHiHTA]—lN EEAilTY (WHAT-. IS ; MEANT, , IS THAT) AMONG THE' 

* Ahabga:nas there should be similarity of procedure ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF / AgNI 

Blidsya. 

The plarase ' api vd' (^in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. 

The declaration is not for the purpose of eulogising a quality; it is for 
pointing out that the procedure should be similar. — ^It is not right to say 
that — “what is declared being already implied by the General Law% its. 
reiteration is useless, hence it must be taken as serving some other purpose 
— “What is the view then that can be held ? ” — ^What has been done at 
the Jyotistoma in conneetion wit}i the Rathantara-^Sdman in accordance 
with Syntactical Connection is rendered admissible in the case in question 
by the General Law ; and it is reiterated “with the intention that ‘ I shall 
adopt the same procedure here also — Aa in the case of ^ Agni^ ; — just as 
the sameness of procedure has been asserted in connection with the 
AgniftO'nna, in the following passage-— ‘ AthMo^gnistomenaivdnuyajati, tarn- 
ukthyeym, tamatirdtrma, tarn chaturdtreTm, tarn pahchardtrenaf ta?n sadrdtrena^ 
tarn eaptardtrena^ ta^nastardtrena, tamnavardtre'mytam dashardtrena, tamekdda» 
skardtrena \ 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, as explained above, there 
will be no Prectoion. 



Abhikaraha (25) : The ' Analytic ’ Dvddashdha is the 
Ectype of the ^ Synthetic ’ Dvddashdha. 

SUTRA (79). 

'|P0bvapae:sa]— “ Of THE DvIdashaha, the 'Analytic’ and ' Syn- 
thetic ' FOEMS STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING ; LIKE 
THE ' PrSTHA 

BMpja. 

Of the D?x(daskdha^ there are two forms — the ^ Aiialytie ’ and the 
* Synthetic The ‘ Synthetic ’ form is described in the following passage — 
‘ Aindrdvdyavagrau . . . athagrayaxidgram ’ ; — and the Analytic ’ form is 
described in the passage — ‘ A inclravdyavdgmu prayanlyodayanlyav^ .... 
dve aindmvdyavdgre \ 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are the details laid down 
for the Dvddashdha in reference to both forms of it ? Or are they laid down 
in reference to the ‘ Synthetic ’ form of it, and the ‘ Analytic ’ form is only 
a modification (or Ectype) of the former ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ Of the Dvddashdha, both the Synthetic 
and Anahftic forms stand on the same footing ; — ^why ? — because both the 
forms form the subject-matter of the Context, and hence it cannot b© 
differentiated to whom the details belong and to whom they do not belong. 
Hence both should be regarded as standing on the same footing.— the 
" Prstha ’ ; i.e. in regard to the two Prsthas, Brhat and Rathaniara, it being 
found that the Context appertains equally to both, — they are taken as 
having the same details; so should be the case with the ‘Synthetic’ and 
‘ Analytic ’ forms of the Dvddashdha also.” 

SUTRA (80). 

[Siddhanta] — In ebality, the ' Analytic ’ foem is the modification 
OF THE ‘ Synthetic ’ form, bboatoe we find indicative 

TEXTS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tJd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The Synthetic and Analytic forms do not stand on the same footing ; 
in fact, the Analytic one should be regarded as the modification of the 
Synthetic form. — ^Why ? — Because we find indicative texts to that effect ; 
the following is the indicative text-^‘ Aindravdyavasya vd Uaddyatanam 
yachchaturthamahah ’ ; — this text occurs in connection with the ‘ Analytic ’ 
Dvddashdha ; at the analytic Dvddashdha, however, the Aindravdyava does not 


1908 


SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


•form the first on the Fourth ‘Day’; in fact, it is the Agrayana forms 
the first on that day such being the case, the assertion ‘ Aindramyamsya 
vd etdddyatamm ’ cannot be applicable. If however, the Analytic is the 
modification of the Synthetic form, then the said assertion becomes applic- 
able as referring to the Synthetic form ; the sense being that the ‘ dyatanam ’ 
which should belong to the Aindmvdyava (in accordance with the General 
Law) is asserted in reference to the Agrayana^ Hence from this indicative 
text, it follows that the Analytic is the modification of the Synthetic form. 

SUTRA ( 81 ). 

Bboausb of the peesbnce of ' desibe ’. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text — ‘ Yah Jcdmayefa halm syam pragdyeya, etc. ’ ; and 
■whenever a ‘ prospective act ’ or ‘ contingent act ’ is done, it comes in only 
as a modification of an ‘ essential act ’ ; for instance, the eating of Mudga 
and Bice and sleeping away from the wind — in cases of eye-disease. 

SUTRA ( 82 ). 

It operates both ways,— beino one ato the same act. 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra explains the purpose of the discussion. The Dvadmliaha 
•operates equally both ways, among the Aharganas ; because both are one 
and the same act.— This in accordance with the Piiwapahsa. According to 
the Siddhdnta, on the other hand, the Analytic form is operative only when 
there is a direct declaration or an indicative text to that effect in all other 
■cases it is the form that is operative. 



Adhikarana (26) : At the ‘ Samvatsara-Sattra \ there i» 
an augmentation of the ‘ anikas 

SUTRA (83). 

[PtiEVAPAKSA]— “ ThEEE SHOULD BE EEPETITIOE OE THE TbYAEIKI, AS 
THEBE IS IN THE CASE OP THE EkIdASHINA.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with t\\Q Dvadaslidha, we read — ^ Atndravcujavdgrau 
prdymuyodayamyau^ dashammicluihah . , , , atha dgrayandgramd [The 
meaning of this is that there is a ■ Tryamka \ consisting of the Aindravdyava^ 
Shulcra, and Agrayana ; by repeating this Tryanikd tlirice we get the nine 
‘ days ’ of the Dvddashdha (excluding the first day, the last daj^ and the 
tenth day) ; these nine are thus arranged — ^(1) Aindmvdyava^ (2) Shuhrat 
(3) Agrayana ; again, {4^) Aindravdyava, {6) Shukra, (6) Agrayana ; — and again 
for the tliird time, (7) Aindravdyava, (8) Shukr a, said (9) Agrayanal . — All 
this beconaes admissible, under the General Law, into the Gavdmayana 
{Samvatsara-Sattra ) ; and as there are several Tryanikds to be brought 
about, a repetition becomes implied as a matter of course. 

Now with regard to this repetition, there arises the question — Should the 
repetition be in the manner of the ‘ Measming Bod ’ [where the whole Bod 
is let fall on the ground, several times, so that the entire nine days are to be 
repeated as one composite whole iii the manner described above]? Or is 
each part of it to be augmented in its own place [The Aindravdyava being 
repeated thi‘ee times, then the Shukra being repeated tliree times, then the 
Agrayana being repeated tliree times] ? 

Question — “ In what way would it be ‘ like the measuring Bod ’ and 
in what way would there be ‘ augmentation in its own place ’ ? ” 

Answer — ^If the occasion consists of the ‘Days’, then after the first nine 
‘ days ’ have been completed, the General Law points to the adrnivssibility of 
the Tryanikd into the other remaining (tiiree) ‘ days ’ also ; and hence what 
presents itself is the order ‘ The Aindravdyavdgra is the first day and then 
the Shuki^dgra' ; — after these nine also have been completed, the same 
again presents itself as ‘the Aindravdyavdgra hemg the First Day’. — ^This 
would be repetition ‘like the measuring rod ’.—On the other diand, if the 
occasion is not of the ‘ Days then the interval between the Prdyanlya and 
the Udayanlya is filled up by the nine anlkds ; so that at the Gavdmayana 
also, it would have to be filled up by the nine anikas ; and on the com- 
pletion of this, there would be no further repetition ; so that this would not 
be ‘ in the manner of the Measuring Bod ’ ; — and yet without augmentation, 
the said interval could not be filled up ; hence it comes to this that each 
anlkd should be augmented (by repetition) in its own place. 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows ; — “ The repetition is to* 
be in the manner of the Measuring Bod. With this view, we hold that 
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the ocicasion is that of the ‘ Days It is declareti i-hnt- ‘ Ti, . • , 

stood to be the Dai,, bs that is what forms the subject-matter of the Context ■ 
hence the occasion must be regatded as that of the ‘ Davs ’ Tho,.of ' ’ 

tte var.™ „e0.„* », B.p«itio„, that in' th. the Ite™" 

Rod IS the most reasonable; as in this case the order of sennenr>« > 
preserved. For instance, when one says ‘ Repeat the 
It IS read in the manner of the Measuring Rod (that is, the section as one 
composite whole is read three times), with a view to preserving the order 
(of Its component parts). In the same manner it should be done in the 
case m question. Just as at this same Gavammymia, when the Ekadashini 
comes to be repeated, it is repeated (as a whole) n the manner T 
Measuring Rod, and there is no augmentation of^he slXo "tn “ 
parts lu their own respective places. ’’’ ^ 

"0r' - - - . ■ ^ - 

SUTBA (84). 

[SmMA]-lN FACT, THEEF SHOULD BE ADGMEHTATIOH (OF THE 
COMFOHE5T.S) IN THE® OW PLACES; AS THE NDMBEE OF 

THE Days is not perceptible. 

Bhasya, 

In fact there should he augmentation of the components in their own 
ptoce*,--and the repetition shall not be in the manner of the MlasuZ^ 
RcM ; with tins view we hold that the occasion is not of the D„1 f 

-Because the nu.rd>er of the Days is not perceptible; as a matto of feet' 
e number of the mne Days is not perceptible, as also the fact of the Aindra’. 
myava Oup bemg the first that has been enjoined.-*' Why shoiTd tTT 
^ b, Be.,.*, tut 

ih the first, And this is a Da,. At f of dayT 
a sjmtactical split. Hence it foUows that the mentiA of AT 'iwA 
IS only a reiteration. Such being the case, with a view to preseAiT th 
order of sequence, recourse must be had to the alternative Af h. -• ^ 
augmentation of the component parts in their own places • that is hA'**” 
augmented those of which the Aqrayana is the Hrcii- n T - iia\ing 
done to those at which the Aindravdyava is the Srst. b® 

SCTRA (85). 

rraTHBE, IN THE EEPETITION OF THE * PeSTHYI WE FIND THE 

geayana mentioned on the thiety-thied 'day’- while 
™dee the OTHEE view, it would BE THE ’ AinDEA- 
VAYAVA ’ THAT WOULD OCCUPY THAT POSITION. 

BJtdsya, 

For the following reason also we conclude that ti i 
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Under the later half of the sacriBce, on the repetition of the Prsfliyd^ we 
find that ' the character of having the Agmyami for the first ’ is what appears 
on the thirty-tiiird ‘ day “ How so ? There is the following passage — 
‘ JagaUm vai chhandamsi pratyavarohanti^ dgrayajiam vai grahdh, brhal 
prstliCmU trayastrimsham storndh ’ ; — all this is possible only if the com- 
ponents are augmented in their own places, not if there is repetition ‘ in 
the manner of the measuring rod “ Why ? ’’ — During the first half, the 
Tryamkd is repeated tlirice ; so that, without being repeated, it ends with the 
Agrayanas ; and the second half also begins with the Agrayanas under the 
impression that the revolution has been complete. Thus then, in the first 
ninth part comes the thirty-third day ; hence it becomes one of w^hieh the 
Agrayana is the first ; — and in this way this declaration becomes explicable. 
On the other hand, if the repetition were ‘ in the manner of the measuring 
rod in that position w*e wmnld have the Amdravdyava (not the Agrayana)* 
— “ How ? ’’ — Beginning with the Trivrt, when we arrange the ‘ days ’ in 
groups of nine, there remain seven in the first half ; therein the Aindravd- 
yava is the first, the Shukra is the first in the Visuvat, and the Agrayana 
is the first of the first Svarasdman ; — hence the Tryanlkd becomes com- 
pleted in the Vishvajit ; and the thirty -third day comes to be one of w^hich 
Aindravdyava is the first ; wliich is incompatible with the statement quoted 
above. Hence we conclude that there should be augmentation of the compo- 
nents in their own places. 

[The Subodhinl supplies the following account of the ‘ days ’ of the Gavd- 
mayana. — There are 361 days in all. — 180 days form the First wing or Half 
and 180 the Second wing or Half ; — in between thesp two hah^es, like the cen- 
tral pillar, is the one day called ‘ Visuvat ’ ; — in the First HalJ, the first day is 
called the (1) ‘ Frdyanlya % — (2) the second day is called the " Ghaturvimshat ’ ; — 
these two days have been directly declared as having the Aindravdyava as 
the first ; — after this comes the Tryanlkd ; — herein are four Ahhiplavas^ each 
made up of one Sadaha or ‘ Six-Day — thus giving the total of 24 days ; — then 
•comes the Prsthya, which is made up of another Sadaha, which means another 
6 days ; — 24+6 make up 30; — similarly during the second, third, fourth, and fifth 
months; — this makes the total number of days 30x5=150; — during the sixth 
month there are three Ahhiplavas, each made up of a Sadaha ; which makes 18 
days ; — one Prsthya, also made up of a Sadaha ; — this is 6 days ; — then there is 
the Ahhijit w’-hich takes only one day ; — then 3 more Ekdhas, called ‘ Svarasdman \ — 
these make 3 days ; 28 in ail during the sixth month ; — thus the total comes to be 
2 (the first two days) +150 (first 5 months)+28 (sixth month) = 180. — Then comes 
the Central Day called ‘ Visuvat', 181. — Then comes the Seco7i<i Half; first of all 
there are 3 Svarasdmans ; — then the ‘ Fkdha ’ named ‘ Vishvajit \ — ^then the 
Prsthya which is a Sadaha (Six Days), — total 10 ; — ^then 3 Ahhiplavas each of which 
is one Sadaha, thus making a total of 18 ; — again the Prsthya, which is a Sadaha , — 
then, 4 Ahhiplavas, each consisting of a Sadaha; this gives 24; these 24 and 6 
make 30; — ^thus we have 30+18+10=58; — then the last 30 days are repeated 
thrice over, — 90; thus we have 58+90=148; — then again there are 3 Ahhiplavas, 
each consisting of a Sadaha, thus making 18 days ; — then 2 more consisting of the 
Mantra ‘ Ayusgauh \ — then the 10 Central Days of the Dvddashdha, — ^and 2 days of 
the Mahdvrata and the Atirdtra; — thus we have 148+32=180 days, — The two 
halves with the one Central Day, make up 361 days of the Gavdmayana, also called 
the Samvalsara-ydga.'l ^ 
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SUTEA (86). 

■ At. THE ' EkIbashika ' there is bebetitiok because oe the 

BECLARATIOH TO THAT BEEECT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Sn. 83) that it should be as in the case of the- 
Ekddashina. — ^It is right that in the case of the EhddasMnas^ there should be- 
repetition ‘ in the manner of the Measuring Bod ’ ; because there is a deeiara- 
tion to that effect—* V drunamantatah punah parydvrttesvdgmyameva pratha* 
mehani dlabketa^ accordance with this declaration, there is repetition 
‘ in the manner of the Measuring Bod ’ of those that are repeated over again ; 
— ^this, being found to be impossible at the finds room in the- 

Gavdmayana. What is there that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There is 
no burden too heavy for Direct Declaration. 

StJTEA (87). 

Also because we fie b indicative texts. 

Blmsya. 

There is an indicative text also which points to the same conclusion, 
as to how the SkddasMnas are repeated ‘ in the manner of the Measuring 
Rod ’ ' Prdr^d vd eJi^ddashinah yadekddashinibhinyurahdnyatirichyante 
pashavo vd \ — If the components are augmented in their own places, there 
is no excess ; it is only in the ease of * repetition in the manner of the measur- 
ing rod ’ that there is always either excess ov shortage. From tliis also we con- 
sider it only right that in tlciQ EMdashina, there should be ‘repetition in 
the manner of the Measuring Rod 



Adhikabaha (27)^; ^ the -Analytic^ Dvddashaha, there 
should be change of the Metres of Alantras only. 

StJTRA '-(88). 

Inasmuch as the ' change of metre ’ has been spoken of in con- 
^ 'nection with the ‘Analytic’ ^Dvadashaha, it is the text of 
THE Mantras relating to ‘ Bhaksa ‘ Pavamana : 

‘ PaRIDHI ’5 and ‘ KaPALA ’ THAT SHOULD 
UNDERGO MODIFICATION. 

BJidsya. 

There is the Dvddashaha sacrifice in its * analYtic ’ and * svnthetic ’ 
forms; of these the Analytic form is thus described— ‘ A 
. . . . . atha dve amdravdyavdgre \ — In connection with this Analytic 
form of Dvddashdha there is the following declaration — ‘ The metres ponder 
over the regions of one another— the Gdyatri over that of the Tristup, the 
TrisUip over that of the Jagatl, the Jagatl over that of the Gdyatri \ [Here 
we have an interchange of metres laid down.] — At the same sacrifice, there are 
(1) the (2) t\\o Pavmndna, (3) the Paridhi, and (4) the Kapdla, — 

( 1 ) Related to the BhaJcm, there is the mantra — ‘ Bhakse hi md. visha 

gdyatrachhandasah tristupchhandasah jagatichhandasah .... hhahsaydmi ’ ; 
— (2) related to the Pavamana, there is the mantra — ^ Shyenosl gdyatri- 
chhanddh suparnosi tristupchhanddh sakhdsi jagatlchhanddh ..... pdraya ’ ; 
— (3) in relation to the ParidM, there is the mantra — ‘ Gdyatro madhyamali 
paridhih, traistubho daksino^jdgatauttarahd ; — (4) in relation to the Kapdlas, 
there is the mantra—'' Astdkapdlah ..... tdrtiyasavanikah \ 

In regard to this, there arises the following question : — When there is 
‘change of metre’ (as prescribed), is there to be change (i) of the Bhaksa- 
mantras as well as of the Bhaksa, — (2) of the Pavamdna-mantras as well as of 
the Pavamana, — (3) of the Paridhi-mantras as well as of the Paridhis, — (4) 
of the Kapdla-mantras as well as of the Kapdlas ? Or is there to be ‘ change 
of metre ’ in the manj5m6‘ only ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — ‘‘ There should be change of the Mantras 
as also of the subject-matter of the mantras. — Why ? — Because the declara- 
tion is without distinction ; the declaration that there is makes no distinction 
at all; it says — ‘The metres ponder over each other’s regions — the Gdyatri 
over the Tristup^s, the Tristup over the JagatVs, the Jagatl over the 
GdyatrVs ’ ; there is nothing in this to show that the change is to be of the 
mantras only (not of their subject-matter). Hence there should be 
change of mantras as well as of their subject-matter. As a result of this, 
(A) the Central Paridhi should be placed in the position of the Right 
one, — the Right one in the position of the Left one, — and the Left 
one in the position of the Central one (B) the Astahapdla should be con- 
32 
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nected with Mkadashakapakt with the Third Savmia, — the 

Dvd(h.shakapdla with Smarm; — -(0) the Drink connected with 

the Morning Bamna should be drunk in place of the Midday Drink,— -the 
Midda^^ Drink should be drunk in place of that related to the Third Savana, 
— and that related with the /S'amna should be drunk in place of that 

related to the Morning Savana ; — and (D) the BaMspavamdna should be 
used in place of the Middary Pammdna, — ^the Midday one in place of the 
Arbhava, — and the jirbham in place of the Bahispavamdna,^^ 

In answer to the above, we have the following Biddhdnta: — It is not 
right ’that there should be"- change of metres ’ all through, without distinc- 
tion; the change should be in the mantras only; it is the metres in the 
mantras alone that should be changed. — ^Why so ? — Because it is only the 
metres of the man^ms that are capable of being really changed ; as for the 
Bhaksa and other things, even on being changed, they remain what they were, 
— ^the B/iaifcsu still remains Bhaksa^ and so on. For instance, if the Bhaksa 
(Drink) related to the Morning Savana is drunk at the time of the Midday 
one, it would not become isolated to tl\Q Tristup-rmtre^ ; so on, in all 
cases. — How so ? — Because even at its own time, the Drink is not ‘ related 
to the Gdyatri-metre ; it is only the Gdyatrl,-~~not what is not-Gdyatrii — ^that 
can take the place of the Tristup ; B,nd certainly the Drink and other things 
are not Gdyatrl, Thus there is no possibility of any change of the Drink 
and other tilings, Qn the other hand, the metres of the Mantras can very 
well exchange their places.— Hence the change should be made only in the 
metres of the 
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ADHYIYA X. 

PlDA VI. 

Adhikarana (1) : The Rathanfara and other Sdmans are 
sung over a Verse-triad. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCTrvapaksa] — “ At the sacbificb, they shotted be (sung) over 

A SINGLE VERSE, JUST AS IN THE READING OE THE TeXT.” 

BJmsya. 

The Sdmans form the subject-matter of this AdMharana — such as 
RatJmntaray Brhat, Vairupa, Vairdja^ Shdhvara, and Baivata. 

In regard to these, there arises the question* — Should the singing of these 
be done over a single verse ? Or over a Verse-triad ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — At the sacrifice they should he sung 
over a shxgle verse ; they are so sung at the time of reading the text ; and 
as they have been sung at the time of reading the text so should they be 
sung at the sacrificial performance ; — ^it is only right that there should be 
no difference between what is done during the reading of the text and what 
is done during the performance of a sacrifice ; as it is only for the purpose 
of sacrificial performances that the text is read -hence at the sacrifice the 
Sdman should be used just as it has been used during the reading of the 
text. — ^From this it follows that the should be sung over a single 

verse* 

The Sdmans that form the subject-matter of this Adhikaraim are those 
wliich have their origin in single verses, not those that are based in their very 
origin upon Verse-triads. As has been said — ^ Simdsantaniya evdpatyashdk- 
varavarnam ’ ( ?) — [This is the reading of MS. D. MS. 0. reads ^ Yaihdhwmsata^- 
niyatashvdpatyashdkvaravantum ’ ; in any case the words are not intelligible].’’ 

StJTEA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — fact, they should be sung oveb a vebse-triad ; 

AS WE FIND INDICATIVE TEXTS TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that they should be sung over a single verse. — Why ? — 
Becatise we find indicative texts ; there is the following indicative text— 

‘ AstdksareTm prathamdyd rchah prastoutv dvyaksaremx uttarayoh^ [where the 
details of the singing are spoken of as bearing upon the ‘ first verse ’ and 
the ‘ two later verses ’] ; if the singing were done over a single verse, there 
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would be no sense in the nse of the terms ‘ first * and ‘ later two b — ^Henee it 
follows that they should be sung over a Verse-triad. — -The following is another 
indicative text pointing to the same conclusion— ‘ The RIc said to the Sdman 
— Let us pair together ; Sdman Bdid--^Thou art not fit to he my wife, the Veda< 
is my majesty ; then becoming two, the J^Jcs said the same thing ; the Sdman 
said — You are not fit for being my wines ^ the Veda is my majesty ; then 
becoming three, the J^hs said the same tiling ; whereupon the Sdman said— 
Let US he together b— From this also it follows that when a hymn is sung, one 
Sdman is chanted over three verses. 

Says the Opponent— “ This that you have put forward is only an 

indicative text ; state some direct reasons.” 

Answer — In the whole of the l^gveda, there is no verse that is named 
‘ Prathamd ’ (First), nor are there any named ‘ XJttard \ ; in fact, both these 
names ^re relative ; heiice in the text quoted, when it is said that the hymning 
should be done with eight syllables of the Pratha'tnd {first) verse, and with two 
syllables of the Uttara {two later) verses, it is clear that three verses are being 
referred to. — Similarly, though the text ‘ Bkam sdma trche kriyate stotrlyam ^ 
appears to be only reiterative, yet on the basis of the commendatory passage 
describing the conversation between and Sdman, it is clear that the said 
text is injimctive (not merely reiterative). This is what has been explained 
under 3. 5. 21, 



Adhikarana (2) : : The term ^ Svardrk ^ serves, the ,purposB. 
indicating the time for the ^ Vikmna\ 

SUTRA (3). ■ 

^ LooKIHG at SvABDEK’ should be TA.KEK ONLY AS INDICATIVE OF 
' TIME ; BECAUSE IT IS FOR THE SAXE OF SOMETHING ELSE. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text — \Ishmram vai rathantaramudgdtushclmhsultf pra^ 
mathitd rathantare prastuyayndne samniilU smrdrsham prati mksPAa ’^ [’/ The 
Eathantara is the all-powerful eye of the Udgdtf ; when the Eathantara is 
begun, the PrmnathUr should close his eyes and look towards the Svardrh\] 
In regard to this, there arises the question — The ‘ looking at the Fire ’ 
that is here laid down-— -is it meant to be an accessory of the sacrifice ? Or 
is it mentioned only as indicating a particular point of time -What we 
have to consider in this connection is — Is ‘looking towards the Svardrk (Fire) ’ 
meant to be subsidiary to the ‘closing of the eyes on the starting of the 
Eathantara ’ ? Or is the sentence ‘ he should look towards the Svardrk ’ ^ 
a separate sentence by itself ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — ‘^The ‘looking towards the Svardv^ 
is meant to be an accessory and the sentence laying it down is separate bj’^ 
itself*- — Why ?- — Because it is clearly understood to be different ; the sentence 
‘ he should look at the Fire ’ is found to be clearly distinct from the preceding 
sentence. — ‘But the sentence is actually found to be non-separate also 
from the preceding one: Having laid down that on the starting of the 
Eathantara one should close his eyes, it goes on to reiterate that *' he should look 
towards the Svardrk.' — ^The answer to this is that, in both these constructions, 
we have to regard the two sentences as distinct ; this difference would be 
inconsistent with the non-difference urged by the objector ; and when there 
is a conflict between Injunction and Reiteration (and the question is whether 
the sentence ‘ he should look towards the ;S^yardrA: ’ is an injunction or a reitera- 
tion), the right course is to take it as an Injunction ; firstly because in that 
case it says something new, — and ‘a mere declaration serves no useful 
purpose’, as declared under Sutra 1. %. 1% ; — secondly because we find a 
clear injunction; a clear injunction is perceived in the word ^ vikseta' 
(‘should look’); — thirdly, the Direct Denotation of the words becomes 
accepted ; for instance, the words ‘ should look at the fire ’ clearly lay down 
the act of ‘looking’ towards what is denoted by the term '‘svardrk'; so 
that there is direct connection between what is denoted by the term 
^svardrk' and the act of ‘looking’* If the words were not taken to mean 
tins, then the term ‘ svardrk ’ could only indirectly indicate a particular time. 
And when there is conflict between Direct Denotation and Indirect Indication, 
the most reasonable course is to accept the former. From all this it follows 
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that the ‘Looking’ is meant to be an accessory. — Or, the text ^ Svardrsham 
prati vlhsUa^ may 'be construed in the folio wing manner, to show that the 
‘Looking’ is meant to be an accessory:-— What is denoted by the term 
‘ svardrh ’ is the means of accomplishing the ‘ looking ’ this would be in keep- 
ing with the Indicative text, as also with Syntactical Connection,— inasmuch 
as the term ‘ svardrk' is actually present in the sentence.— From all this it 
follows that the act of ‘ looking’ is meant to be an accessory.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta ‘ Looking at 
Smrdrk ’ should he taken only as indicative of time, because it is for the sake 
of something else. — It is not that the ‘ Looking ’ is meant to be an accessory ; 
in fact, the connection between what is denoted by* the word 'svardrk^ 
and ‘look’ is for the purpose of indicating time.- — “Why?” — Because the 
Sdrrnn is for the sdke of something else ; in the text ‘ Batkantaram prstham 
bhavati the Sdman is declared as to be used in the Prstha-hymn ; which 
means that when the words of the verses are making up the Hymn, the 
said Sdman helps in this making up by showing forth the words of the hymn 
to an advantage by means of note-combinations and other details. Such 
being the case, when the Sdman is employed in the Hymning, those words 
of the verse wliich are inter-related also come to be employed in tbe same : 
consequently, inasmuch as the term ^ svardrk ’ also occurs in the text of 
the verse, it follows that that term also is employed in the Hymning ; — 
hence we conclude that, inasmuch as it is for the sake of something else, 
its presence must be indicative of 

Says the Opponent— “ The term ‘ smrdrA; ’ is only contained in the 
verse; the actual injunction is of the ^ which must set aside 

what might be merely inferred froiU the presence of a particular term; 
hence the sentence could directly point to the looking being an accessory.” 

Answer — As a matter of fact, one thing can be taken as setting aside 
something else only when it is found that, if it did not set aside this latter, 
it would serve no useful purpose in the case in question, the injunction 
in question does not become useless by not setting aside the implication 
of the term ‘ svardrk ’ ; as even so it serves the very useful purpose of indi- 
cating the time during performances. 

It might be argued that — “ on account of the presence of the term in 
the Mantra, and by reason of the injunction of the Sdman, the connection 
of the term with the act of Hymning is direct ; wMle the relationsliip of 
an act and its means is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as both 
facts are cognised by valid means of knowledge, there can be no incom- 
patibility in the case.” 

But it is not so ; if one accepts the relationsliip of an act and its means, 
in the case of the term as taken apart from the Mantra-text, — ^li© cannot 
at the same time, recognise the connection of that word, uttered only once, 
with the Hymning ; — ^in fact, if he did recognise this connection, he should 
utter it again, not otherwise. Hence the relationship of the act and mea?is 
also should rest in the Hymn itself. What is recognised is the connection 
of the ?neans with the connection of the act in the Hymn itself, — ^not in the 
connection of the Hymn ; as no particular means are present.— Thus then, it 
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being proved that there is no inconsistency between the text of the Mantra 
and the injunction of the Sdman and the .sentence ‘ one should look at the 
Svardrh \ — the presence of the word should be taken as serving the purpose 
of indicating the time. That is why we say that the presence of the term 
serves to indicate the time. 

It has been argued that — Where both difference and non-difference 
are possible, it is difference that should bo accepted, — and where both 
Injunction and 'Reiteration are possible, it is better to accept the Injunction ; 
and as we find the Injunctive affix, we should conclude that it is an Injunc- 
■■tion.”' ■ 

Our answer to this is as follows: — ^True ; between Injunction and 
Reiteration, Injunction is superior, on the ground that it puts forward 
something new ; but this can be so only if there is no other means of know- 
ledge bearing upon the matter in question. In a case, however, where the 
admissibility of what forms the subject-matter of the Injunction haj^pens to 
be already expressed by some other „ word, or already implied by something 
that has gone before, — ^in such cases, the subject-matter being one that is 
already known, the text (though with the Injunctive affix) has to be taken 
as only reiterative, — ^Now in the case in question, the act of ‘ looking ’ is 
already indicated by the man’s own needs, because unless the man looks 
at things, he cannot take part in the activities involved in the performance ; 
and thus the act of looking being already thus implied, the injunctive affix 
(in ‘ vikseta ’ ) must be taken to be merely reiterative. 

“ But the direct assertion that ‘ on the starting of the EafJhantara, 
one should close his eyes ’ would set aside the looking if it were only implied ; 
just as the Prajdpati-vratas (observances laid down for the Religious Student) 
set aside, by Direct Assertion, all those activities which would be prompted 
by the desires of the man.” 

It is not so understood. — “ Why ? ” — Because it is prefaced by the 
beginning of a particular action — ‘ when the Rathantara is started’ ; so that 
when this starting has been done, this sentence has fulfilled its purpose, and 
hence it cannot set aside the looking that is implied by the needs of the man. 

It has been argued that — ‘^the connection of what is denoted by the 
term ‘ svardrk ’ and the ‘ looking ’ is got at by Syntactical Connection ; while 
the act of looking is already indicated by the meaning of the sentence and the 
indicative term in the shape of the root "dj'shi^ (‘to see’, in the term 
^ svardrk ^ 

Our answ^er to this is as follows : — ^The term ‘ prati ’ (in the sentence 
Svardrsham prati viksUa ’ ) is a preposition ; and hence it signifies, by Direct 
Denotation, the fact that wiiat is denoted by the term ‘ svardrk ’ is an 
indicative sign. And it has been already understood that Direct Assertion 
sets aside the Indicative word, as also Syntactical Connection. — Or, there 
need be no setting aside of Syntactical Connection in this case ; what 
Syntactical Connection signifies is mere relationship, — sometimes the rela- 
tionship between an act and its means, sometimes the relationship between 
the qualification and the qualified, sometimes the relationship between the 
indicator and the indicated and so forth, several other forms of relation- 

li 
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shi.p;-~-m the case in question, it is the relationsMp of indicator and 
indicated which is found necessary and hence accepted as the particular 
relationship ; so that Syntactical Connection is not set aside. As for instance, 
in common parlance, when it is said ‘ it is flashing at the tree ’ , the relation - 
sliip between the Tree and the Flashing is not that of cause and effect ; all 
that is understood is that the Tree is mentioned as the mark, the indicator 
of the flashing that has proceeded from somewhere else. In the same 
manner, in the case in question the term ' svardfh'* is mentioned as the 
indicator of the looking ^ which has been already prompted by the needs of 
the man ; and hence the sentence is not useless ; because, unless the indicative 
and the indicator are spoken of in a sentence, their relationship cannot be 
recognised. 

It has been argLied that ‘‘ on account of the presence of the root 
* drshi ’ to see in * svardrk ’), the indication of this is honoured (under the 
Purva 2 ')aksa Yie\v)F 

But as a matter of fact, we do not find even this (reason) yielding the con- 
clusion desired (by the Purvapaksin). The root ‘ drshi ’ can denote the act of 
looking oni>' when it is used for its own sake, not when it is used for the sake of 
some tiling else: — in the term 'smrdrh\ the root ' drshi ^ appears with a 
prefix, and hence it is understood to be a subordinate factor in the character 
of the Nominative Agent, wiiich agent is the predominant factor. When the 
Nominative Agent is expressed, he is not recognised as an indicative of the 
act of looking, because the root ^ drshi ’ is an entirely subservient factor ; — 
and the wmrd that denotes the Nominative Agent cannot be construed with 
the root ^ viksa\ to ‘look’. If what is enjoined w^ere that ‘one should 
look Bjt Svardrk \ — and the question arose who ‘ /S' ’ was, the only 
answer available would be that it is one looking at wdiom has been enjoined ; 
— so that being in ignorance, w’e could not determine w^hat should be done.— 
On the other hand, if the meaning of the sentence is that ‘ One should 
accomplish the looking by means of the Svardrk% there also, as it is not known 
who or what ‘ Svardrk ’ is, the same difficulty remains. — Thus we find that 
if w^e hurriedly accept any of these constructions (possible under the 
Purvapaksa), we follow' neither the Indicative Word nor the Syntactical 
Connection. On the other hand, if we connect the Looking with the Svardrk 
as the indicative (of time), then at the time of the utterance of the wmrd 
‘ vikseta the said connection does, somehow or other, become recognised ; 
— then, as for the connection wnth the Hymning, it is not inconsistent even 
with the denotation of the Nominative Agent ; as the necessary co-ordination 
is there, it being connected with ‘ Ishdna ’ as a qualification of this latter, — 
in the Mantra — ' Ishdnam svardrsham tasthusah ’. — It is for these reasons that 
we assert that the seiitexiee \ SvardTshani prati vikseta^ is connected with 
the act of as indicating the time. 

“ What is the use of all this discussion ? ” 

If the ‘ looking ’ were taken as an accessory, — then, in the case of the 
transference laid dowm in the text ^Bathantar a7nuttaray or gay at i the injunc- 
tion, that ‘ w^-hen the Bathantara stBXts one should close his eyes wmuld 
present itself; — and as the tetxsx \ svardrk^ is not present in the U tiara 
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verses, there would be no restriction regarding the * looking — in accordance 
with the Purvapakm ; while according to the >S'?V7r7^dn/n, the ^ SvardrlcP 
being an indication, the time iov looking would not be past till the time 
indicated (i.e. at the time that the word ^ svardrshmn ’ is uttered during the 
singing); and hence the restriction becomes secured (that the Looking 
should be done at that time). 


Adhikaeana (3); At the ^ Gavdrmyana '' sacrifice, during 
the ‘ Prsthya-Sadaha the ‘ Brhat and the ‘ Bathantara ’ 
should he separated. 

SUTEA (4). 

[PuRVAPAKSA] — “ IIS' THE CASE OF THE ' PrSTHYA AS THERE IS SXMUE- 

TAHEOHS IKJUKCTIOR, BOTH THE SAMAHS SHOULD BE CHANTED ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE ' EkAHA 

Bhdsya. 

There is the f oilowing text— ‘ Pr^thyah sadchho brhadrathantarasmnd ’ 
[‘ The Prslhya-sadaha should have the Brhat and Bathantara Sdman ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should, on each of the 
six days, both the Smnans be chanted ? Or, on some days, the Brhat 
and on some, the Ratha/ntara ? 

“Why should such a question arise at all ? ’V 

The Qompoxmd ^ brhadrathantarasdmd ^ becomes applicable to the 
‘^adaha' in both eases;— i.e, when the term ^ hfhadrathantara^ is taken as 
standing for the Brhat and Bathantara conjointly, as also when it is taken as 
standing for them severally. Hence what is to be considered is, whether the 
compound ‘ brhadrathantarasdmd * is a Bahuvrlhi containing within itself a 
Dvandvat — it being expounded as brhadrathantare sd^nanl yasya'^ (‘at which 
the Brhad — Bathantara Siire the Sdman — ^or it is a multi -member ed 
Bahuvnhi, — being expounded as ‘ brhat yasya—rathantaram yasya — sdma ’ 
[‘ that which has Brhat— tlad^t which has Bathantara— for its Sdman^).—li it 
is the former Bahuvrlhi^ tlcmx both the Sdman should be chanted conjointly 
on each of the six days ; if , on the other hand, it is the latter kind of Bahuvrlhi, 
then they should be chanted separately (on different days). 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows Both the 
should be chanted conjointly ; hence we explain the compound as a Balm- 
vrlhi with a Dvandva compound Why ?— Because the terms 

‘ brhat ’ and ‘ rathantara ’ are in close proximity to one another, and w’e 
therefore regard the term ‘ hrhadmtJiantara ’ as a complex formation ; and 
when there is a complex formation, compounding is essential; further, in 
the case of a Dvandva compound, if it is taken as denoting its omi meaning, 
then alone is Direct Denotation followed, as w^eli as the intimate relationship 
between the terms preserved ; otherwise, both these would be militated 
against. For this reason, we conclude that the compound ^ brhadrathan- 
tarasdmd^ is a Bahuvrlhi with a Dvandva within itself ; — and such being the 
case, on each of the six days, both the Admans should be chanted jointly. — 
Why so ? — Because the Dvandva compoxmd, in this case, is of that kind 
which denotes mutual companionship between the two numbers ; so that the 
meaning is that ‘ wherever there is Bathantara, it should be accompanied 
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by tlie Brkat \ It is tliis m.utnal conipanlonMp that is iiieant ]>y t he term 
* simultaneous injunction ’ (in the Sutra). From this it follows tluii on ench 
of the six days the two Srlmans are to be chanted together. 

in the case of the Skdha (Su.) ; — just as in accordan(*e with the? t(vxt 
‘ Jyogdniaydvlnah ubhe hurydtf samsave ubM hurydi apach iidva jyychVic hrhadra- 
thantare km'ydt ’ [both the Erhat and Rathaiitam are chanted 1.og(*tiier at 
the MkdJmy 

SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhajs^ta] — In fact, the compound has been formed with the 

TWO MEMBERS TAKEN SEPARATELY ; HENCE THERE IS NOTHING * 

WRONG IN THEIR BEING SEPARATED. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that both the Sdmans should be chanted on each of the 
six days ; in fact, on some days, the Rathantara, and on some days the Brhai 
is to be chanted ; and it is not true that the two Sdmans are enjoined con- 
jointly. — Why ? — Because, even if the term ^ hrhadrathantamsdnid ’ be expli- 
cable according to both views (the Pilrvapaksa as well as the Siddhdnta)^ 

— even so the right course would be to chant the two Sdrnans separately. — 

— ^Why ? — Because at the iArchetypal Sacrifice, tlie Frstha has been made 
up of only one Sdman ; hence, in accordance with the General Law, it should 
be made up of only one Sdman at the Ectypal Sacrifice also. Such being 
the case, everything due to the Brhat as well as everything due to the 
Ratharvtara would be done. 

If it be held that — “ what makes up the Prsiha is the combination of 
Brhat and Rathantara^ neither the Brhat alone, nor the Rathantara alone ’’ , — 
then, in that case, the conditions of neither one would be adopted ; as that 
would go against the General Law. It is not onl^^ that the conditions of 
neither would be adop)ted ; in fact, neither the Brhai-PrsfJia nor the Rathantara- 
Prstha would be seciu’ed. And by reason of this discrepancy, it would become 
an entirely different performance. 

Then again, that the Prstha is to consist of the two Sdmans combined 
can be only indirectly implied. While such assertions as ‘ Brhat prstkam 
bhavati ’, ‘ Rathantaram prsthayn bhavaii ’ are indicative of the fact that the 
two are not to be combined. 

Further, the term ‘ brhat \ standing in need of connection with the term 
^ sdman \ cannot be connected wdth the term ^ rathantara’' \—dca.d. as for 
close proximity, this is equally present between the terms ‘ rathantara ’ and 
‘ sdman \ — Then again, if the view is adopted that the term ‘ brJmdrathantara ’ 
is a complex formation, the chances of its being taken as a Dvandva 
compound becomes very much lessened. Nor is it necessary that whenever 
there is complex formation, there must be compounding ; because the * 

revered Pdnini has made it a matter of option. — Further, the mention of the 
term ‘ sdman ’ clearly shows that the Brhat and the Rathantara are the 
characteristic marks of the Sdman. — From all this it follows that the two 
Sdmans are not to be chanted together. 


1924 


SHABARA-BHlSYA : 


It lian been explained alreacly that even when the Sdmans are separated, 
there is no incongruity in the term ‘ brhadmthantarasdmd ’ ; for instance, 
when it is said that ‘for a month Devadatta is to feed on clarified butter 
and oil’, what is meant is that he is to be fed, for half a month, with 
clarified butter, and for the other half, on oil,— similarly the term ^ hrhad- 
rathantarasmnd ' also may be explained. 

As for the Ekaha^ as it is to be done only on one day, there is no possibility 
of ‘separation’, hence it has been said that ^ Samastd jyogdnmyavinah 
ubhe Icurydt \ 



Ai)HIe:abai|a, (4) : At the ^ Prdyanlya^ ' and \ Vdayamyaj'^;^ 
the ^ EJcddashina'^ shotild be dealt with semrcdly. 

SUTRA (6). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA — continued] — Among the ' Ekaoashinas thebe 

VBBILY SHOULD BE COMBINATION, AS THAT IS WHAT IS DONE 
AT THE AbCHBTYPE.'’ 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following text—^JSkddashindn prdyamyoduyaniyayomti- 
ratrayordlahheta ’ [ ‘ One should sacrifice the eleven animals on the Prdyanlya 
and Udayanlya AMratras '']. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should all the eleven 
animals be sacrificed on the Prdya-mya day, and again another eleven on th^ 
U dayaniya deij ? Or, out of the eleven animals, some are to be sacrificed on 
the Prdyamya doiy and some on the TJdayanlya day ? — This question arises 
because the form of expression is the same in both eases. 

The PuTvapaksa is as follows : — The term ^ tu^ (‘ verily ’) implies the 
absence of all doubt. Among the eleven animals there must be combination ; 
i.e. all the eleven are to be dealt with together on the Prdyanlya day, and 
again all the eleven, on the XJdayanlya day.— -Why ? — Because this is what 
is done at the Archetype; at the Archetypal Sacrifice of the Jyotistorna all 
the animals are sacrificed together ; and the same combination is 
rendered admissible in the ease in question also, by the General Law. — 
Further, the Prdyaniya or the Udayamya day is spoken of only as a distinc- 
tive qualification ; and when all the eleven are found to be enjoined in con- 
nection with the .Prdyaiilya day, there is nothing to differentiate which 
ones from among the eleven are so enjoined. Similarly in connection with 
the Udayamya also, — ^From all this it follows that there should be 
combination.” 

SUTRA (7). 

[PtTBVAPAKSA — concluded] — '‘Also bboause distbibutivb tbeatment 

HAS BEEN PROHIBITED.'’ 

Bhd§ya. 

“There is prohibition of distributive treatment in the text— ‘ On the 
Prdyaynya and the Udayamya, one should sacrifice the eleven animals’. 
In the ordinary way, there is distributive treatment, as asserted in the 
text ‘ one animal should be sacrificed on each day ’ ; and in accordance 
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with this, one animal would be sacrificed on the Prdyamya day and the 
other animals on other days.— Under the circumstances, what the text in 
question does is to prohibit those to be dealt with on the other days ; and 
all of them come to be dealt with at the Prdyamya^ and so again at the 
Udayamya. Hence it follows, that all the animals concerned may be 
sacrificed on the Prdymiya dayP 

SUTRA (8). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, thebe should be sepabate tbeatment, on 

THE BASIS OF DiBECT ASSEBTION, — AS IN COMMON PBACTICE. 

" Bhdsya. 

The term ‘m’ {‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. It is not right that they should all be dealt with together, — there 
should he separate treatme?it-~Why 1 — ^Because of the Direct Assertion of 
Duality ; vre have the assertion of Duality in the word ‘ prdyanlyodayanl- 
yayoh ’ ; — and this duality is asserted as something to be made up, — and 
not as a distinctive feature. — Why ?— The injunction of the Ehddashinl 
being close by, what is done is that after having enjoined the Ekadashinl 
by direct declaration,— again having indicated it by Direct Assertion, — for 
the purpose of laying down the purpose, it is again added — ‘ Prdyaniyoda-. 
yaniyayoh[ ; the compounding found here becomes possible because members 
of the Dvandva compound are predominant factors, and hence there is 
need for the compounding. The compound being there, it denotes mutual 
companionship; so that the Bkddashim appeitaias to the Prdyanlya, not 
alone, by itself, but as accompanied by the Udayamya \ — similaHy it apper- 
tains to the Udayantya also (as accompanied by the Prdyanlya). Hence 
the significance of the sentence is complete with the whole lot (of the eleven 
animals). If, on the other hand, the two {Prdyanlya and Udayanlya) were 
not regarded as something to be secured, then the members of the Dvandva 
compound would become subordinate factors,— and hence there being 
no need, — ^the compound itself would become impossible ; and in that 
ease the signification of the sentence would be complete with each one of 
the eleven animals. — ^As a matter of fact, we find it spoken of as something 
to be secured. — ^Hence there must be distributive (separate) treatment. 

A s in common practice ; — as in common practice, when it is said 
‘give a hundred to Devadatta and Yajnadatta\ what is signified by the 
compound C devattayajhadattayoh'^) is what is enjoined (predicated), and 
what the sentence means is that ‘ the himdred that is to be given should 
be given to Devadatta and YajnadaUa ’ ; and on the strength of the predica- 
tion of the Dvandva compound, the ‘hundred’ is divided (between the 
two persons). Similarly in the case in question, the ‘ Eleveii animals ’ 
have to be divided (between the Prdyanlya and the Udayamya), 
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StJTRA (9). 

Also eecaltse thebe is distbibittive treatment at the 

Archetype, 

Bha.sya. 

For the following reason also there should be separate treatment. — 
“For what reason ?” — ^There is distributive treatment at the Archetype; 
as we read in the text — ‘ At the Bhddashml one should sacrifice one every 
day It is a modification of this Ehddashim that is laid down in the text 
in question — ‘ One should sacrifice the EkddmMnas at the Prayanlya and 
Udayanlya Atirdtras — ^Hence we should, as far as possible, preserve the 
distributive treatment. 

SUTRA (10). 

IX CASE OF UNCEBTAXNTY, THE COHBSB IS DETBBMINED BY THE PBOXIMITy 

OF THE AbCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra anticipates the following objection — Says the Opponent — 
“ If distributive treatment is desired, then five will have to be sacrificed 
on one day and six on the other ; and it cannot be decided which number 
shall be sacrificed at which of the two^ — -the Prdyamya and the Udayanlya ; 
— and as it cannot be ascertained, there will be uncertainty ; and when 
there is uncertainty, there can be no acthdty ; so that the injunction would 
become futile 

In answer to this, we have the Sutra — In the case of uncertainty, — i.e. 
the doubt raised in the objection, — proximity to the Archetype is what is 
principally followed ; hence we decide that five of the animals would be 
sacrificed on the Prayanlya and six on the Udayanlya day. 

SUTRA (11), 

“ Ik that CASE THEBE SHOULD BE OKLY THBEE — if tUs is Urged 
[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra.l 

Bhdsya. 

“ If you think that proximity to the Archetype is to be principally 
followed, then, in that ease, only three should be sacrificed at the Prayanlya, 
— ^just that number which would be in keeping with the plural number.’’ 

This objection has been urged against the Siddhdnta, 
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StJTEA (12). 

Not SO; because of equality; as in the case of the 

PeayIjas. 

BJidsya. 

It cannot be as has_ been urged.— Why 1— Because of equality ; when, 
as a matter of fact, the Mkadashinas have been laid down in connection with 

Pi’dyaiiiya and iiixe XJdayanlya, which are dependent upon one another, 

and at neither of the two are all the animals to be sacrificed,— with reference 
to that one at which they are not sacrificed, their entirety becomes set aside ; 
and you will therefore have to admit of this rejection at least to the extent 
of that number which is not sacrificed at one or the other of the two days — 
Hence the distribution should be equal ; — ^ust as in the ease of the Braydjas • 
for instance, the six additional Praydjas, being the modifications of the 
first and the last, are equally distributed between both; similarly in the 
case in question, the animals shall be so distributed over the two days as 
to make the distribution as equal as possible, and if there is an odd animal 
left over, it shall be sacrificed at the Udayamya; as that would be in 
accordance with the proximity to the ArcC'-^ype. Thus we find that there 
is no force in the objection. 


‘Adhikabana (5) : Wheii it is dedare^^^^^ ^ the VUhvdjit 
is Smvaprspia i', it is only one ' Sdman ’ that is to be 
brought m at the point that has hee}^ 
enjoined as the ' place of Prstha \ 

SUTRA (13). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — ‘‘ IlST THE CASE OF. THE ' SaBVAPRSTHA INASMITOH ,A.S 

THE TEEM ' PRSTHA ’ IS THERE, ALL THE PrSTHAS SHOLLB BE 
BROUGHT IN AT ONE AND THE SAME PLACE, — THE PLACE 
OF THE PrSTHAS HAVING BEEN ALREADY 

DETERMINED.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vishvajit sarvaprsthah ’ | ‘ The Vislwajit sacrifico 
is one at which all Prsthas are introduced these Prsthas being the six 
Sdmans, (1) Bathaniara, (2) (3) Vairupa, (4) Vatraja, (5) Shukvara, 

and (6) Raivata]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — Are all these 
Prsthas to be introduced at the place that has been assigned to the Prstha ? 
Or only one Prstha is to be introduced at tiiat place and the rest are to be 
brought in elsewhere ? 

“ Which is ‘ the place assigned to the Prstha ’ ? ” 

The interval that comes after the Mddhyandina-Pavamdna and before 
the MaUrdvaruna-Sdrnan is the ‘ place assigned to the Prstha \ 

The Purvapaksa is that — this same place would be the place wherein all 
the Prsthas {Sanmn) have to be brought in. — Why ? — Because of the use 
of the term ‘ prstha The place in question is one that has been assigned 
to all that is used as the Prstha ; hence all the Sdmans must be introduced 
at that same place 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, there should be dispersal, on account 
OF the Injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

The term " tu" (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. What has been urged above on the basis of reasoning should be set 
aside on the strength of Dhect Injunction ; and the Direct Injunction is 
that one Sdman only is to be used as ‘ Prstha ’ and the others are to be used 
as '‘Parisdma\ — “How so?” — ^There is the (injunctive) text — " Pavamdne 
rathantaram haroii, drhhave brhat, madhya itardni, vairupam hotuh prsiham, 
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immja77i hrahmcmmiaf shdkmram maUrdmrunasdma \ [Where the use of 
tlie single Sdmrm is laid down]. Thus then, by adopting this method, the 
said Injunction is made useful, if the othBV Smnans are used as \Parisc2man\ 
Otherwise, there would be no justification for the injunction of one Sdman 
to be used as ‘ Prstha In order to avoid this contingency, we conclude 
that one Sdman only is to be used as ‘ Prstha * and the others are to be used 
as ' Par /saw an \ 



■Adhikaeana (6) : The ‘ Vairupa-Saman ’ and the ‘ Vai- 
rdja-Sdman ’ are to be used as 
‘ Prstha 

SUTRA (15). 

[P0KVAPAK.SA] — “ The VaieCpa-SImae should find place in the 

ENTIRE SAORIEIGE, BECAUSE OF ITS COHHECTION WITH THE 

(entire) sacrifice ; just like the ‘Trivet’, it 
SHOULD HAVE . ONLY ONE SAMAN.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is the -sacrifice, at which there are two particular 

terminuses ’ — Ukthya an<l 8o4ci8hm ; in connection with these, we read — 

' Vkthyo ’ [‘ The Ukthya is that 

which has the Vairupa-Sdman; the §odashm m that which has the Vairdja- 
Sdman'*], 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Does the 
enter into the whole of the Ukthya-8acHftce,[e>nd the VairdjaSdman, into the 
whole of the Sodashin-sacrifice ? Or are they to be used only in place of 
the ‘ Prstha ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Throughout the whole sacrifice, there 
should be the one Saman, the Vairupa only (at the Ukthya)^ and the Vairdja 
only (at the Sodashin ). — ^Why ? — Because of its connection with the entire 
sacrifice; without any specification, the Vairupa-Sdman has been enjoined 
in connection with the whole sacrifice {Ukthya),— m oiXso the Vairdja (with 
the Sodashin) ; consequently neither of them can be used in place of the 
Prstha only. — Just as in the case of the ‘ Trivrt — in the case of the text — 
‘ The Agnistoma is trimt \ — the Trivrt-stoma enters into the whole sacrifice 
(of the Agnistoma), — in the same manner, the two Sdmans in question should 
extend respectively into the whole of the sacrifices. — Or, as in the case of 
the text — ‘ Dhenurathaisa hhurvaiskvadevak trivrdeva sarvastasya mshva- 
vatyah stotriyd dhenurdaksind,^ — the milch cow (Dhenu) is used in place of the 
entire Sacrificial Fee, so also should the two Sdmans in question enter 
respectively into the whole of the two sacrifices {Ukthya and Soifashin)^^ 

SUTRA (16). 

[Sibdhanta] — In reality, they should be used only in place of 
THE ‘ Prstha because of the presence of the 
indicative of the Archetype. 

Bhdsya. . 

In reality, the two Sdmans should be taken as to be used in place of 
the Prstha. — How ? — In the two compound words * Vairupa-sdmd ’ and 
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^ Vairdja-samd^ there is the term ‘ V whicl^ is indicative of the 

Archetype ; and it indicates that compounds are to be taken as Bahuvnhi ; 
so that what is enjoined is, not the Vairupa-Sciman or the V airajaSdmxin, 
})ut the fact of the sacrifice having the character of having the Valrwpa 
Sdnian and the character of having the Vairaja Bdman, The connection too 
is with the Sacrifice, not with the Hymn ; in fact, even in a single Hy7nn — 
if the Vairilpa and the Vairdja Sdman are chanted, — the sacrifice can have 
the character of having the Vaird.pa Sdman and the character of having the 
V airdja Sdman. — How ? — If the Sdmaii is laid down in connection wdth a 
Hymn, then it would be chanted over aZl Hymns ; because all equally are 
Hymens ; — -such however is not the ease ; hence, when over a single Hymn, 
the Vairupa and the Vairdfa Sdman are chanted, there comes about the 
character of having the Vairupa Sdman and the character of having the Vairdja 
Sdman. — And when this is done in connection with a single Hymn, they 
should be used in the place of ‘ Prsfha ’ ; because the character of having the 
Vairupa. Sdman t-hat is enjoined is a quality, — and so also is the character 
of havmg the Vairdja Sdma^i — and as such they could be used only 
in place of a quality of the same kind ; — at the Ai’chetype, the qualities of 
this kind are the character of having the Brhat Sdmani and the character of 
havmg the Bathantara Sdtnan — so that the presence of these indicatives of 
the Archetype shows that the character of having the Vairupa Sdman and 
the character of having the Vairdja Sdman are to be used in the place of 
^ Prstha^ ; — in accordance with the principle arrived at in Sutra 8. 1. 2. — 
From all this it follows that the two Sdmans in question are to be used 
in the place of ‘ Prstha \ 

SUTRA (17). 

''It would be like the ' Teivkt ’ -if this is ubged, 

[then the answer would be as in the following Suifa\. 

Bhdsya. 

If it be urged, as has been argued before, that— “ Just as in the case of 
the text ‘ Trivrt agnistomah \ the character of ‘ Trivrt ’ enters into the 
whole sacrifice, — so should it be in the case in question also ”, — then tliis has 
to be refuted [and we proceed to refute it in the following Sutra], 

SUTRA (18). 

That cannot be ; because at the Aeghetype the connection is 

NOT WITH THE WHOI.E SACEIEICB. 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be as suggested. In the case in question, we find that by 
reason of the signs of the Archetype, the Vairupa and Vairdja cannot be 
connected with the whole sacrifice. In the case of the ‘ Triint \ there is no 
such connection with any marks of the Archetype wliich could lead us to 
take it as not connected with the whole sacrifice. Hence the case of the 
^Trivrt" is different from that of the tweA^amans in question. 
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StJTRA (19). 

On : ACCOUNT OF THF injunction,- -it cannot BB so”, — IF THIS IS 

URGED [then the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 

BMsya, 

If it be urged, as has been argued before, that — “just as the Injunetion 
of the Milch Cow is used in place of the entire Sacrificial Fee on Earth, so 
should the two Samans also be used at the whole sacrifice ”, — (tlien the 
answer is as follows) — 

StJTRA (20). 

In the case of uncertainty, it could be so, as in that case it would 

BE QUITE reasonable ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
DIFFERENCE IN THE ACT. 

Bhdsya, 

It is quite possible that the Milch Cow should set aside the entire 
Sacrificial Fee on Earth. Because when there is an uncertainty as to 
whether the said cow should, or should not, set aside the entire Sacrificial 
Pee, it is only right that it should set aside the entire Sacrificial Fee. — 
Why ?• — Because there is no difference in the act ; i.e. the purpose of the 
Sacrificial Fee remains undisturbed, w^hether it is done by means of the 
entire Fee or by means of the Milch Cotv. Because the Milch Cotv is found 
to be laid down as serving the same purpose as the Sacrificial Fee, — in the 
text — “ The Milch Cow is the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; hence in that ease it is only 
right. In the case in question however, the presence of the sign of the 
Archetype has set aside the grounds that were present in the other ease. — 
Hence this case also is not analogous to that of the Sa rnans in c|uestion, 

SUTRA (21), 

Also because there is no modification of the Archetype. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the cannot be connected with 

the whole sacrifice. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because there is no modiflcatlon 
of the Archetype ; that is, in this way, there is much of the Archetype that 
would remain unmodified ; and to that extent, the General Law^ would be 
obeyed. — From this also we conclude that the two Samans in question are 
not connected with the whole sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (7) : In the case of the text ‘ Trivrdagnisto- 
mah the change of number is in the ‘ Stoma \ 

SUTRA (22). 

[PiIbvap atcs a] — “ In the case of the ‘ Teivet as it is a ntjmbee, 

THERE SHOULD BE A MODIFICATION OF THE NUMBER OF 
all THUTOS.” 

Ehasya. 

We have the text ' TrivrMgmapQmah ’ The Agnistoma is threefold ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this number ‘ three- 
f oldness ’ pertain to all accessories of the Agnistoma ? Or is it restricted 
to the Stoma only ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows ; — When it is declared that ‘ it should 
be threefold % there should be a modification of every number.^ — ^Why ? — 
Because in common parlance, the term ' tlireefold ® (‘ trivtt ’) is used in the 
sense of ‘ connected with the number Three \ as we find in the case of such 
expressions as ‘ the threefold rope % ‘ the threefold gem ’ ; in the case in ques- 
tion also, when it is said that ‘the Jignistoma should be trvrt, threefold’, 
what is meant is that the Agnistoma should be ‘ connected with the number 
Three ’ ; and this connection of the Agnistoma with the number Three can 
be brought about only through the number characterising the accessories 
of the Agnistoma^ — ^not directly by itself -because Number is a quality. 
Further, here no particular thing is predicated which could be measured 
by the number in question; so that in the absence of any specification, 
whatever accessory of the Agni^tormi there may be fit for being characterised 
by a number should be taken to be characterised by the said number Three ; 
which would, by reason of its belonging to the genus ‘ number modify the 
original number of those accessories. Just as, when it is said that ‘ DevadetUa 
should be fed with Curds, Clarified Butter, and Bice, and Yajngdatta should 
be fed like Devadatta, with oil — ^the oil is used for the purpose of lubricating 
the food, on the ground of its belonging to the genus of ‘ lubricants — and 
it is not used for the purpose for which Bice is used ; — ^in the same manner, 
in the case in question, the number should be used for the purpose of number- 
ing only.” 

SUTBA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, it is of the * Stoma ’ only, because we find 

INDICATIVES OF IT. 

Bhd§ya, 

It is not right that the number of everything should be changed ; in 
fact, it is the number of ^ Stoina^ only that should be changed. — How so ? 
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— ^Because in another text, the term * Irlwl ’ tlireefold ’) is found to be used 
in connection with the Stoma ; — e*g« in the text * Trh'ft-hahispavama'imh % 
it is clearly perceived that the term ‘ trivH ’ pertains to th,c^ Stonia ; similarly'- 
in the text ‘ Trivrclagnlsfo77iah \ there is the same word * trvrt ’ pronounced ; 
and it would bring to the mind its same relative ; thus the text, being 
indicative of the Stoma, should modify the number of tlie Stoma itself. 

The following objection is here put forward : — “ This is not possible; 
because as a rule numeral terms are not restricted in their application ; 
they specify anything to be numbered with which they are connected ; as 
is clearly shown in such expressions as ' threefold rope ‘ threefold gem 
Consequently when it is co-ordinated wdth the Baliispavamana, it specifies 
the Hymn ; and in other cases also whatever may be there to be numbered, 
the numeral shall qualify that ; so that the presence of the indicative of thc^ 
Stoma also cannot be a ground for restricting the application of the numeral 
term in question.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^I'he term ‘ tr'wrt ’ in the present con^ 
nection, transcends its ordinary’' connotation, and is used in the sense of a 
peculiar relationship of number and numbered ; for instance, in the sentence 
* TrivTi-hahispavamanah \ what is expressed is the number nine as pertaining 
to Stomas ; so that what are spoken of are the nine Stotriyas ; — from this it 
follows that the number in question subsists in these. — Similarly in an- 
other case also we find the declaration — ‘ TrayastriJcapaldstrlvrtd stomena 
sarmriild nava prahrtimprahrtiragnistojnasya % where the nine Kapdlas are 
spoken of as measured by the ‘ trivrt stoma ’ ; and this shows that the term 
‘ trivrt ’ has that vrell-known sense. Hence from the said well-known usage, 
and, from the co-ordination that has been found, it is recognised that such is 
the meaning (of the term ‘ trivrt ’). — In common parlance also, the meaning 
of words is ascertained either through co-ordination or through usage; as 
in the case of such expressions as ‘ Ayam devadattah^ C This is Devadatta)» — 
From all this it follows that the term ‘ trivrt % having been found elsewhere 
to be used in the sense of the peculiar relationship of number and numbered, 
brings that same relationship to the mind, through the presence of an indi- 
cative ; that is how, in the case in question, it comes to be taken as res- 
tricted to the Stoma, — ^It has been argued that — “numeral terms are not 
restricted in their aj>plication, and are connected with all things — But this 
has been already refuted by showing that the term is to be taken, not in its 
etymological sense, but in its conventional sense. — ^Thus then, the num- 
bers of other accessories (except the Stoma) not being set aside by the 
sentence ‘ trivrt agni§to'nmh \ the indication of the General Law becomes 
duly respected. 


Adhikaeana (8) : In cases of ‘ Ubhayasmna \ there is 
combination of the Brhat and the Rathantara. 

StJTRA (24). 

[PCkvapak-sa] — “ In the ‘ Uehayasama ’ thebe should be dis- 
tribution, AS IN THE ‘ ViSHVAIIT 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain sacrifices (such as the Samsava and the Apachiti) 
called ^ UbJbayasdman' (Lit. ‘That at which both Sdmans are chanted’), 
laid down in the text — ‘ Samsava ubhe kurydt, apachitavapyekdhe ubhe 
k’urydt^ [‘At the Samsava, one should use both at the Ekdha 

Apachiti also one should use both Sdmans 

In regard to this, there arises the question — At these sacrifices, should 
the two Sdnvans, Brhat and Bathantara, be chanted separately, or together ? 

Question — ‘‘What is there to show that they should be chanted 
together ?- — And what is there to show that they should be chanted 
separately ? ” 

Answer — -The same text that has been just quoted would seem to 
indicate both these courses. 

“How ? ” 

W’’hat the text means is that the sacrifice has to be connected with 
both the Sdmans ; whether these Sdmans are chanted separately or 
collectively, in both cases the sacrifice becomes connected wdth them. Thus 
both the courses appear to be indicated in the text. — What then is the right 
course? 

Purvapaksa: — “They should V>e chanted separately. — Why? — At the 
■ original Primary (Archetypal) sacrifice, the Prstha has been made up b,y 
either the Brhat or the Rathantara ; hence it follows that in the present case 
also, in accordance with the General Law that ‘ the Ectype should be per- 
formed in the manner of the Archetype’, the Prstha should be made up by 
either the one or the other of the two Sdmans. It is only thus that in the 
working of all the rites connected with the Prstha, the details of the Archetype 
become entirely followed. On the other hand, if both the Sdmans together 
were to make up the Prstha, inasmuch as they would nullify one another, it 
would become an entirely different operation, as the Prstha would be neither 
‘ Brhat ’ nor ‘ Rathantara \ — Such being the case, so long as it is possible to 
obtain both the meanings from the text, there is no reason why the Genera,! 
Law should not be followed. — ^From this it follows that, just as, at the 
Vishvajit sacrifice, the Brhat and the other Sdrmns are not all chanted at 
one and the same place \vide — Su, 10. 8. 13-14, above], so in the present 
instance also, the two Sdmans are not to be chanted together.” 
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SUTRA (25). 

: ■|Sidbh1yta]---~^^ fact, both , should be taken as serving the 

PURPOSES GE THE ^-ReSTO ’ ; AS THEY ARE NOT FOR ANY 
OTHER PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the two Sammifi should be eliaiited separately ; in 
fact, they should be chanted together. — Why ? — At the Archet\'pe. the 
Prstha has been made up, either by Brhat or by Rathnntara, optionally' ; at 
the Ectype, in the case in question, under the (General Law, they are 
understood to be used, optionally, at the same place (as at the Archetype), 
—and it is in modification of that idea that the present text la\'S down the 
associating of Both ’—the Brhat and the Rathantara be 

chanteid ’ ; — -this association of both is secured only if the two Bdmmis do 
not renounce one another — both of them being laid down as to be secured, 
the assertion of Duality and the assertion of association (both by the word 
‘ ubhe ’) has to be taken as duly significant hence it follows tliat wherever 
(at the sacrifices in question) the Brhat’Sdman is chanted, it is always 
accompanied by the Rafhantara-Smnayi^ neveT alone by itself. 

The following argument might be put forward here — “ \\"hat is meant 
by the ‘ association ’ of the two Sdmans is that they' should both be used 
at the same main act (sacrifice); — this ^ association’ is maintained even 
when they are chanted separately (so long as they are chanted at the same 
sacrifice). For instance, when Devadatta and Yajnadatta are said to be 
associated in the act of cooking, — if one does one part of the cooking and 
another does another part,— and one does not do exactly the same work 
that is done by the other similarly in the case in question, one Smnan 
will make up one Hyonn, and the other will make up another Hymn ; and 
the.v would be associated in the sense that they' would be helping the main 
performance conj oint ly\ ’ ’ 

The answer to the above is as follows What has beem put forward 
is the right course in a case where there is association of two such things 
as are dependent upon one another. In a case, however, where the associa- 
tion is in any one part of the action concerned, — beginning, middle or end, — 
there the two have to go together, not separately. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
the idea is that the one Sdrnan will help the sacrifice in the same manner 
in which it would when accompanied by the other Sdrnan. 

As for the argument that — “ in ordinary life, even when several agencies 
are spoken of as operating in a certain case conjointly, each of these functions 
separately^ ”, — ^the answer is that it is so in that case because conjoint 
functioning is impossible ; for instance, when a pot is boiling on the oven, 
it is not possible for anything else to be boiling there at the same time ; 
and hence by reason of this impossibility^ no one does it ; and not because 
it has not been laid down by the texts as to be done b,v the two conjointly, 
not otherwise. In the case in question however, there is no such impossi- 
bility ; because the use to which the Brhat and the Rathantara are put is 
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the embeiiisliing of the verse ; and this embellishiixeat of the Prstha they 
cat! do conjointly ; and hence the only right course is that they should be 
used together. 

It has been argued that — ‘‘ when both courses are possible, it is better 
to follow the General Law, so that, if all the accessory details of the Archetype 
are adopted at the Ectype, there would be no harm done ” ; — the answer 
to this is that, inasmuch as their conjoint use has been laid down directly 
by an injunctive text, there can be nothing wrong in rejecting the implications 
of the General Law. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find ikdioative texts. 

BMsya. 

There is an indicative text also which shows that the Smnans in question 
are to be used togeth 63 r, not separately.— ' What text ? ” — The text says — 
* Mahdvrhsau hi hrhadrathantare nidhanena smndpyUe, yamnahdvrksau 
mmrchchhyete na hyatra vibJmg'nam prabhagnarn ’ ; here a di:fference of 
‘ nidhanas ’ (the musical finale) is spoken of, which shows that the two 
Sdnbans are used at the same place. If they came at different places, there 
would naturally be a difference in the"^' musical finale ’ (and there would 
be no need to mention it) ; when however they come together (at the same 
place), then alone, it becomes necessary to speak of the difference in the 
' finale ^ — For this reason also they should appear at the same place. 

There is another indicative text also : ' Purvdhno vai rathaniaram, 
apardhno brhat ’ ; here the two Sdmans are spoken of as parts of the same 
day ; which shows that they should appear at the same place. 

From all tliis it follows that the two Sdmans come in together in place 
of the Pfstha. 




Adhikarana (9) : The ^ Eating of Honey ’ and the * Eating 
of ClAjbrified Butter^ should come in at the end of 
the ^ Sadaha ’ {Six-Day-Sessioyif 

StJTRA (27). 

[PUbvapaksa]— The eating of potions in connection with the 

‘ PbSTHA ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE HEVERSED ACT AT THE END OF 
THE .THIBTY-THIBD (StOMA) ; BECAUSE OF ITS LH- 
MEDIATE SEQUENCE ; AS AT THE AbCHETYPE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice, we read- — •' The Sadaha connected 
with the Prstha begins with the Tiiirtydhml {Stoma) ’ ; — in connection with 
the Dvddashahat tliere is the following declaration — ‘ When the Sadaha 
connected with the Prstha is finished, one should be made to eat Honey or 
Clarified Butter’. — ^This Eating of Honey and the Eating of Glarifted Butter 
become admissible at the former sacrifice, under the General Law. — And 
in regard to this there arises the question—- Should the Eating be done at 
the end of the iS'iowMt (which is the Stoma at the Sadaha) ? 

— Or at the end of the (whole) Sadaha ? 

The Purvapaksa starting with the Sutra is as follow's : — “ In connection 
with the Prstha, the Eating of potions should he done at the reversed act — 
Sadaha — at the end of the Thirty 4Mrd {Stoma) — [At the normal Sadaha the 
order of Stomas is as follows — (1) Trivrt, (2) Fifteenth, (3) Seventeenth, 

(4) Twenty-first, (5) Twenty-seventh and (6) Thirty -third ; — at some 
modified ectypes, tliis order of Stomas is reversed and (1) the Thirty -third 
comes first, (2) then the tw^enty-seventh, (3) Twenty-first, (4) Seventeenth, 

(5) Fifteenth and (6) Trivrt. — ^It is this latter that is spoken of in the Sutra 

as the reversed ’.] — ‘ Why ? ’ — Because of immediate sequence ; 

i.e. at the Archetype (i.e. the Hormal Satfaha), the ‘ Eating of the Potions ’ 
has been done after the Thirty-third Stoma (this being the last Stoma in the 
case) ; — whence if one were to act as at the Archetype and do the Eating at 
the end of the Thirty-third Stoma, he would honour the General Law ; — and if 
he were to do it at the end of another ‘ Day *, he would be ignoring the General 
Law. — hmnediate sequence is an ‘ order of sequence % and it has been found 
to be a basis of particular relationships ; — ^in the present case, the ‘ imme- 
diate sequence ’ of the Eating of Potions has been found to be in relation 
to the Thirty ‘third Stoma ; and hence it is to be done after the Thirty-third 
Stoma*'^^ 
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SUTEA (28). 

[SiDDHANTA]-~In fact, it SHOTOB be BOKE at the end ; AS THE TIME 

HAS |5EEN FIXED. 

BMsya. 

It is not right that the ‘ Eating of Potions ’ should be done at the end 
of the Thirty-third Stoma; in fact, it should be done at the end of the (whole) 
Sadaha, — ^\Yhy ? — Because what has been declared is that it should be done 
^ vjhen the Sadaha is finished^ ,---not: the Thirty -third is finished^ ; 
that is, at that end which is marked by the completion of the Sadaha, not 
that marked by the Thirty-third or em,y other Stoma; — the Sadaha is 
finished in six days, not on the one day, the Thirty -third. 

It has been argued that- — “ By reason of the immediate sequence to the 
Thirty-third at the Archetype, the Eating should be done, in the case in 
question also, in immediate sequence of the same ’’.—This however is not 
right ; because at the Archetype it was as a matter of course that the 
immediate sequence of the Thirty-third came about. — How Because at 
the AxchQiy\m\ Dvddashdha (where we have the normal which 

the Thirty-third is the last Stoma) it is on the Thirty-third ‘Day’ that the 
Sadaha is completed ; — :SO that in the present case also there would be 
eating when the ^adalm is completed.- — Thus then, the ‘ Eating ’ is connected 
with that day which is marked by the completion of the Sadaha — this is 
what is meant by the declaration that it is to be done ‘ when the Sadaha 
is completed ’ ; — ^it is not to be done on what is marked by the completion 
of the Thirty -third. 

It has been argued that “the ‘ order of sequence ’ is a basis for detei'- 
mining particular relationships ’’.— True, it is a basis for it ; but not in cases 
where it runs counter to a more powerful authority ; in the present case it 
has been laid down through Syntactical Connection that the eating should 
be done at the end- of the Sadaha ; s>o that, when a particular relationship 
has been established on the basis of Syntactical Connection, mere Immediate 
Sequence (Order) cannot serve as the basis for any other relationship. 

Prom all this it follows that the Eating should be done at the end of 
the Sadaha, 



Adhikarana (10); Even when the ^ 8 adahn>‘' repeated, 

the Eating of Honey and Clarified Butter ir to he 
done only once. 

SUTRA (29). 

{POBVAPAKSA]^ — “ WhEIST there Ts liEPETITIOH, thebe SHOULD BE RE- 
PETITION OF THE Eating, as the whole sacrifice is performed 

OVER again.” 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text ^ Amitmri prsthyani mdahaniupayanli ['They have 
recourse to the repeated Sadctlm pertaining to the Frstha ’] ; at, that repeated 
Sadnha, the act laid down in the text— ‘ On the completion of the Sadaha 
pertaining to the F^rstha one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter ’ — becomes 
admissible under the General Law. 

In this connection, there arises the question — W’ith tlie repetition of 
the Sadaha, should the Eating also be repeated ? Or, sliould it be done 
once only, at the end of the Sadaha ? 

The Furvapakm is as follows : — “ When there is repetition of the Sadaha, 
the Eating must be repeated.- — t— -Because the whole sacrifice is per-- 
formed over again ; the performance of the sacrifice is repeated ; and when 
that is repeated, everything connected with it should be repeated ; — just as 
the Stotra and Shastra hymns connected witli the Sadaha are repeated, 
so shoxild the Eating also, which is connected with the Sadaha, be repeated/’ 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiDDHANTA]--In reality, it SHOULD BE DONE AT THE END, AS THAT 
IS THE TIME FIXED FOR IT. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been said — that “ When the Sadaha is repeated, the Eating 
also should be repeated ” — is not right ; in reality, what should be done is 
that the Eating should be done once only at the end of the ^ShdnAa--~why ? — 
Because that is the tkne fixed for it ; the time for the Eating has been fixed 
as ‘ after the completion of the Sadaha ‘ Samsthite sadahe — and ‘ Sam- 
sthdna ’ means end,—i.e. the cessation of operations relating to the Sadaha ; 
— when one takes up the repeated performance of the Sadaha, he is not 
regarded as having desisted from the operations relating to the Sadaha ; — 
and so long as the Performer tioes not desist from the operations, the 
Sadaha is not completed ; because the ‘ Completion ’ of an act means that 
the actor turns his back upon it or takes up another act. WTien a man 
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is repeating the SadaM, he is not toning his back upon it, nor is he taking 
up another act, he is repeating thatsame act so that the Sadaha cannot be 
regarded as finished at that stage ; and when it is not finished, and there is no 
completion, the Eating does not come in at the time ; if it were done, it would 
be something not sanctioned by the scriptures. 

It has been argued that— just as the Stotra, Shastra and other details 
of the Sadaha are repeated (when the §adaha is repeated), so the Eating 
also would be repeated ’’.—But this is not right ; those details are all 
connected with the * Day ’ ; so that when the ‘ Days ’ are repeated, it is 
only right that the Stotra and the rest should be repeated; in fact, they 
have not been enjoined in connection with the ‘end’ of the sacrifice. In 
the case in question however, the mgr has been enjoined in connection 
with the ‘ end ’ of the sacrifice, which fact has been already put forward as 
the reason (in support of the SiddMnta)* — From all this it follows that it is 
not right that there should be a repetition of the Eating, 

Further, if the Eating in question were a (part and parcel) of the 
Sadaha, then it would naturally be repeated with the repetition of its 
Primary ; as a matter of fact however, it is not a part. — ^Why ? — Because 
there is no ground for its being regarded as a part ; — it could be regarded 
as a part either by reason of the Context, or through Syntactical Connection, 
or throiigh noticing that it helped the main act effectively. Not one of these 
conditions we find present in the present case. As for the Context, that 
belongs to the Dvddashdha, not to the Sa4cdm, As iov Syntactical Connection, 
what the expression ^ Samsihite sadake^ (‘on the completion of the J^adaha) 
predicates is the Eating on the completion of the Sadaha ; and the Sadaha 
is ‘ completed ’ only when none of its parts remains to be done. — Lastly, 
the Eatings of Honey and Clarified Butter do not accord any help to the 
Sadaha. — “Why?” — Because the Eating is done after tlciB Sadaha has 
ceased. It could have accorded a help only to the extent to which it would, 
by bringing about his satisfaction (of hunger), produce in the performer the 
strength requisite for carrying out the details preceding the completion 
of the sacrifice ; certainly this could not be done after the ^adaha had been 
finished. As for Order and other evidences of subsidiary character, these also 
can be evidenced for particular relationships only through the help of other 
evidences, never by themselves alone.- 7 --From all tiiis it is clear that the act 
of Eating is enjoined for men at the time marked by the ‘ completion of the 
Sadaha % and hence it should not be repeated in the ease in question. 


Adhikaraka (11) : At the Gavdmayana \ the ‘ Eating of 
Honey ’ and the Eating of Clarified Butter ’ are to 
be repeated every month. 

SUTRA (31). 

When theke is interrxj'ption, there shoe'lh be repetition, because 

THERE IS DIEFERENCE OF TIME. 

BTidsya, 

In connection with the Qavdmayana^ sacrifice, we read — '‘Chalvard- 
hliiplavah sadahah, prsthyah saduhah sa mdsah sa dvitiyah sa trtiynh sa cha- 
tuTthah sa panchamali ’ [where the repeated performance of the Sadaha 
for several months is laid down] ; — in this connection, the General Law 
makes admissible what is laid down in the text — ‘ At the completion of the 
Sadaha related to the Prsthya, one should eat Honey or Clarified Butter 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this ‘ Eating of the 
Potions ’ to be repeated every month ? Or is it to be done only once, at 
the end of all ? Which is the correct course ? 

The Purva 2 Mh 8 a is as follows “ In accordance with the principle 
evolved in the preceding Adhikarana, the Eating should be done once only ; 
it is only at the end of all,— not before that,— that the man desists from the 
operations relating to the Sa4aha ; before that, even after he has performed 
the SadaJia, he proceeds again with the same ; — ^nor is the Sadaha ^ completed ’ 
if the man takes up its performance again ; — at the end of all however, he 
does not take it up again hence it follows that the Eating should be done 
at the end of all.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When there is 
interruption, there should he repetition, as there is difference of time ; — there 
should be repetition of the ‘ Eating of Potions and it should not be done 
only once. — “ Why ? ” — Because the occasion is repeated ; the ‘ Completion 
of the Sadaha^ ’ is the occasion for the Eating ; so that whenever the Sadaha 
is repeated, the occasion for Eating is repeated ; hence the Eating should foe 
repeated. 

It has been argued that — it is only at the end of aU, — not before, — 
that the man desists from the operations relating to the Sadaha ; even 
after having performed it, he again proceeds to take irp the same — The 
answer to this is as follows ; — Even when, he takes up the same act again, 
yet it is only after completing one performance that he begins the other 
performance, and he completes this again ; — this is not what is done in the 
case of the mere repetition of the ^adaha (dealt with in the preceding 
Adhiharana) ; in that case there was repetition of the Pr§thya before it was 
quite finished ; in the present case on the other hand, the four Ahhiplavas 
intervene between one ^adaha and the other ; and hence by reason of the 
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intervention of a different subsequent act, the operations relating to the 
Pfsthya must be taken to have been completed. This is the difference 
(between the present case and the one dealt with in the preceding 
Adhlkarana). — That this is so is clear fronx the fact that until one action is 
completed, the otiier action cannot be taken up. The ‘ End " (or ' Comple- 
tion’) of an action is of two kinds— (1) having done it, one turns his back 
upon it, and (2) he t akes up another action,— as has been already explained 
above. — ^From all this it is clear that every month the Prsthya {Sadaha) is 
repeated, along with an intervening factor (in the shape of the Ahhiplavas) ; 
and when it is thus repeated, the Eating due to its completion has to be 
repeated ; hence the Eating should be repeated every month. 


ABHiKAEAm ;( At the Dvodashdha^ the Sattra- 
performers also are to eat the Hofiey, 

StJTRA (32). 

[POevafaksa]—“ Being initiated, they should not eat Honey, 

' BECAUSE THEY HATE THE CHABACTEB OF THE ' RELIGIOUS 

Student 

Bhmya, 

In connection with the Dvadaslinha, we read — 'On the eompietion of 
the Sadaha related to the Prstha, one shonld eat Honey or Clarified Bntter 

In regard to this there arises the question — Should Honey be eaten 
by the Sat tra -performers or not ? 

The Purvapahm Ks as follows — “ It shonld not be eaten ; — -whj^ ? — 
because being ‘ initiated % they have the character of the ' Religious Student ’ ; 
— and Honey-eating has been forbidden for the Religious Student — ' He 
should avoid Honey and Meat ’ ; — -hence it follows that tliey should not eat 
the Honey.—It ro,ay be argued that ' the injunction of Honey-eating is a 
special one, and hence it sets aside the said prohibition which is a general 
rule’. — ^We sa^^ it cannot set it aside. — ^Why ? — ^There are two forms of 
DvddasJidha, according as Honey or Clarified Butter is eaten, — and the Sattra- 
peHormers wouldeat Clarified Butter (not Honey); at the Ahina, the eating 
of Honey is done by the Priests ; so that there would be these two kinds of 
Dvddashdha^ with two different substances ; and there would be done nothing 
that is incongruous. — ^From all this it follows that the Sattra- performers 
should not eat Honey.” 

SUTRA (33). 

[SlDBHlNTA] — ^I n fact, IT SHOULD BE EATEN, AS IT IS FOR PUEFOSES 

OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that Honey should not be eaten by Sattra-performers ; 
in fact, it must be eaten. It has been laid down for all performers, without 
any distinction. When two forms of Dvddaskdha are spoken of, in the text 
‘ On the completion of the Sadaha related to the Prstka one should eat Honey 
or Clarified Butter \ it is with a view to the two substances {Honey and 
Clarified Buitei') being used as optional alternatives, — and not with a view 
to different performers. Hence we conclude that the Sattra-performers 
also should eat Honey. 

It has been argued that — “inasmuch as it is possible to take the two 
rules as pertaining to two distinct spheres, it is not right to reject any of 
34 
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theiB, ; specially as the coTirse suggested would not be incompatible with the 
Eating being an auxiliary to the Dmdashdha^^. -—-The answer to this is as 
follows: — On the completion of the pertaining to the BaUra, or to 

the Almuif — ^it is laid down, without any distinction that Honey or Clarified 
Butter is to be eaten; — ^under the circumstances on what grounds can w^e 
restrict the Eating in any -way ?-^I£ it be xirged that “ it could be done on 
the gi'ound of inconsistency”,— that cannot be, because the Injunction and 
the Proliibition have been asserted in reference to different matters ; — the 
Prohibition relating to the purposes of the man, and the Injunction relating # 

to the purposes of the sacrifice,-^!! the Prohibition were regarded as more 
authoritative than the Injunction, then in that case, the Injunctive sentence 
would be entirely superfluous.— It might be argued that “it would have its 
use in the other alternative course — -But that is not possible, as the subjects 
are diflerent ; it is only when there are two alternatives relating to the same 
subject and with the same purpose that we have Option , — not when the 
two relate to different purposes. In the ease In question, we find that the 
two relate to two different purposes. — How so ? — The Injunction is for the 
purpose of making the sacrifice complete in all its details, and the Prohibition 
is related to the purposes of the man being fulfilled by the due keeping of an 
observance (of not eating Honey). 

From all this it follows that the Sattra-performers should eat- Honey. 





Adhikabana (13) : The ^ Manasa’’ is fart of the Tenth 

‘Day\ 

SUTRA (34). 

[PPevapaksa — continued ] — “The ‘Makasa’ shotjld be a dhtebbekt 

‘ DAr ’ ; AS DEFFEBENCE HAS BEEN DBCLAEED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In 'conrieetion with the DmdasMha, we read — 'Anaya tvd pairena 
samiidrarasayd, prajdpataye justam grhridrmti prdjd'patyam manograhma- 
grhndti^ [bj?" whieh th© * Manasa ’-offering is described as eonsisting in the 
‘ Oup % wherein the Earth is the ' vessel’, the Ocean, is the ' Sm7m\ and 
Pray djoaii is the ' deity 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this Mdnaaa-' Day ^ 
a ‘ day ’ distinct from the Dvddmhdha ? Or a part of this same ? 

On this point there are found certain reasons pointing to the Mdnasa 
being distinct ; with a view to refute these reasons, the Teacher puts forward 
the following Purmpakm : — “ The Mdnasa ’ should he a different ‘ day ’ ; — 
why ? — because it has been spoken of as different. — so ?— There is the 
text-—* Speech verily is Dnddashdha, Mind is the Mdnasa \ — which speaks of 
the as not included in the Dvddashdha ; the expression ‘Speech 

verily is Dvddashdha ’ eulogising Speech^ and the expression * Mind is Mdnasa ’ 
eulogising Mind ; so that, just as Speech and Mind are recognised to be 
really different from on© another, so also should be the Dvddashdha and the 
Mdnasa ; because it is only when two things are really separate that they 
are spoken, of as different, not otherwise. Hence from the declaration quoted, 
it follows that the particular ‘ Day ’ in question (the Mdnasa) is distinct 
(from the Dvddashdha) P 

SUTRA (35). 

[POIIVAPA.KSA — contimied ] — “ Also because it is eulogised theough 

THAT.” 

Bhdsya. 

“For the following reason also the Mdnasa should be regarded as a 
distinct * Day ’. — * For what reason ? ’ — ^Because the Dvddashdha has been 
eulogised through the Mdnasa * day ‘ How f ’ — ^There is the text — 

* Vidhutdni ha vai dvddashdhasya gatarasdni chhanddmsi, tdni ^ndnasetiaiva 
dpydyanti which means that ‘ The metres of the Dvddashdha, with their 
essence gone, are shaken off: ; they are made up by the Mdnasa itself ’ ; and 
this clearly shows that the Mdnasa is different from the Dvddashdha, — 
‘How ? ’ — Because of the eulogy; any one thing is not eLilogised through 
itself, because the eulogising and the eulogised factors must be entirely 



1948 


SHABABA-BHlSYA : 

distinct ; DevadaUa^ for instance, ia never eulogised through Devadatta himself, 
he is eulogised through his head, hands and other limbs. Similarly in the 
case in question, inasmuch as the Dvddashdha has been eulogised through the 
Mdnasa, — ^from this eulogy it follows that the two are distinct.’* 

SUTEA (36). 

[POEVAPAKSA~cowii%zte(?]— ^ Also becaitse it is EisrjomED as oomis^g 

AETEB THE LAST ‘ BAY ’ (OE THE BvaB ASH AHA) . ” 

Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also it appears that the Mdnasa is a distinct 
*day — ‘For what reason t ’—The Mdnasa has been enjoined as coming 
after the last day of the Dvddashdha, in the following text — ‘ Patnlh 
samydjya, prahclia udetya, mdnasdya prasarpanti ’ [‘ Having prepared the 
wives and mo%dng forward, he proceeds to the Mdnasa If this text were 
the injunction of an accessory detail of the Dvddashdha itself, — ^then in that 
case, it would have ended with the ‘ Preparation of the wife ’ in connect;! on 
with the Dvddashdha ; [but it is laid down as coming after it] ; on the other 
hand, if it is a distinct ‘ Day then there can be no room for the objection 
that it is an accessory of the Dvddashdha, of nothing else. From tliis it 
follows that the Mdnasa is a distinct ‘ Day ” 

StJTEA (37). 

[P-OnYAFAKSA— concluded ] — "'In this, case the ij^xtmbees wohli) be 

ABPLICABLB LIKE THE NIFMBEB ^ THOXTSAHB 
Bhdsya, 

This Sutra contains the Furvapaksin^s answer to an objection. — “ What 
is that objection?” — ^It is this— If the Mdnasa is distinct from the 
Dvddashdha, then there are thirteen ‘ Days ’ ; and hence the name ‘ Dvd~ 
’ (‘ Twelve-Days ’) would not be applicable. 

The PuTvapaksirC s answer to this is as follows — “ When, on the strength 
of other authorities, it is found that the name ‘ Dvddashdha * stands for so 
many ‘ days’, then, on the basis of its being the nearest number, the term 
^ dvddasha* (‘Twelve’ in the name ^ Dvddashdha '*) may be explained as 
standing figuratively for thirteen ; fmt m in the case of the declaration — 
‘ The Atirdtra consists of a thousand Days, one should perform the Atirdtra 
sacrifice which is made up of a thousand ’, — the term ‘ thousand ’ is used in 
the sense of what is actually more than a thousand ; similarly in the ease in 
question, the term ‘twelve’ may be taken in the sense of what is more 
than twelve (i.e. Thirteen), Or (there may be another explanation) — The 
name ‘ Dvadashdha ’ is the name of a group of acts, and we take it as standing 
for all those acts in reference to which it has been used ; as a matter of fact, 
it has been used in reference to all the acts spoken of in the context ; and as 
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such woxild/StaM' for all (be their number twelve or thirteen) ; hence the 
objectiDn 'has, no' force.”' ' ■ ■ 

StJTEA (38). 

:[SiPDHANTA] — In, fact, it SHOTOD be REC4AEBED AS AN ACCESSOBY (PAKT) 

OF ONE OF THE ‘ DaYS ’ (OF THE DvIBASHAHA) ; BECAUSE AS 
IN' THE CASE OF THE ‘ AmSHU THEBE IS NO (SEPARATE) 
INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya, 

The Mdnam should be taken as an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day’ (of 
the Dvddashdha),—Sind not as a distinct ‘ Day “ Why ? ” — Because there 
is no text that would justify its being regarded as a distinct ‘ Day How 
so ? ” — ^The text laying down the Manasa is — ‘ Anaya tvd pdtrmia samudara- 
sayd prajavataye justam grhndmlti prdjdpatyam gralmm grhndti ’ ; — and this 
is an injunction of the particular ‘ cup ’ in reference to the Tenth ‘ Day ’ 
(of the Dvddashdha) ; as is clear from the fact that the verb ‘ grlmdti ’ takes 
up ’) lays down what is nn ErnhelUshment ; and a difference of ‘ Embellish- 
ments ’ does not lead to a difference of ‘ acts ; it having been explained 
under Sutra 2. 1. 3, that Embellishments are not-injunctive (of Acts) ; as in 
that case, the act is the secondar^^, not the principal, factor. — For instance, 
in the case of the Amshu and the Addbhya, though they have been enjoined, 
yet they do not make distinct acts {vide Su. 3. 6. 33-34) ; in fact, they are as 
two other * cups ’ used at the same act at which they appear, — and not as 
distinct acts. — ^If the Manasa is treated as an accessory of the Tenth * Day% 
and not a distinct acty—{a) it involves the assumption of very little of the 
‘unseen (transcendental) factor %- — (6) the connection of the context is 
maintained, — (c) there would be no performance of any other act, not con- 
nected with the Context. — ^For these reasons, the Manasa cannot be a 
distinct ‘ Day it must be an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day 

• SUTRA (39). 

Also because it is spoken of as the " bismissal of the Tenth h 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Manasa should be regarded, not as a 
distinct ‘ Day but as an accessory.^ — “ For what reason ? ” — ^Because it is 
spoken of as ‘ the dismissal of the Tenth ’ ; there is a text speaking of the 
Manasa as the ‘dismissal of the Tenth’ : — ‘What is known as the Manasa 
is the dismissal of the Tenth Da/y ’ ; this text speaks of the Manasa as the 
‘ dismissal ’ — i.e. the end — of the Tenth ‘ Day This shows that it is the 
end of the Tenth ‘ Day % — and it is not an independent act by itself. — From 
this also it follows that it is an accessory of the Tenth ‘ Day % not a 
distinct act. 
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SUTEA (40). 

Also because of the expbessioh. vOn the 

SPEAKS OP it' AS ,AK . ACCESSOBY. ' ; 

■ Ehasya, 

For the following reason also the McI'ymsQi vshotiM be regarded as an 
Accessory. — “How?”— It is only in that case that the following texts 
which speak of accessories, woxild be explicable — (a) ^ Iwcui 

mdnasaya prasarpanti^ [VOn the Tenth Day, they proceed to the Mdnasa^l ; 
— (6) ‘ Dashame" hani sarpardjmbMr rgbkih stuvanti ’ They hymn with the 
SdTpa/rdjni verses, ph the Tenth, Day ’] ; in these texts, the Tenth ‘ Day ’ is 
spoken of as the principal factor, and the Gup is spoken of as sometMng 
forming part of that factor. It must therefore be taken as an accessory of 
the Tenth ‘ Hymn —not as a distinct act. 

StJTEA (41). 

Because the number is consistent (only under this view). 

Bhdsya, 

The number denoted by the name ‘ Di’ddasM^a’ (* Twelve Days ’) 
too becomes consistent only if the Mdnasa is an accessory ; otherwise the 
name ‘ Dvddashdha ’ would be applied to Thirteen Days, and as such would 
be inconsistent ; as ' twelve ’ is not expressive of Thirteen, 

It has been argued that “ the number would apply figuratively^, as in 
the case of the number thousand ’’.—That however is not possible ; as in the 
case of the number thousand, the things numbered have been cognised by 
other authoritative means of knowledge ; and as the numbered things have 
been actually found to be more than a thousand, the term ‘ thousand ’ is taken 
as applied to them figuratively. In the case in question however there is 
no authoritative evidence to show that the immber of things is actually 
larger (than twelve), on the basis whereof the figurative application could be 
assumed. — As for the declaration— ‘ Anat/d tvd pdtrena, etc.’, it only lays 
down an embellishment of the Cup, and hence what it enjoins is a repetition 
of the sacrifice on the tenth day^— and it does not enjoin a distinct act; 
this we have already explained before. 

Such being the case, the direct declaration in question cannot justify^ 
the assumption of another ‘ Day ’ nor is there any?- other means of 
knowledge pointing to such another action, on the basis whereof we could 
take the term as applicable to a larger number of tilings. — Consecpiently^ the 
term ‘ twelve ’ cannot be taken as nsed figmatively. 

Then again, it has been asserted that— “ the term ‘ Dvddashdha ’ being 
the name of a group of acts, m many would be taken as included in it as 
there would be in the context,— and the repetition would be in the form of 
the name”. — This also is not right. It is true that the term is the name 
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of a group of acts, but not in sueh ,a way as woiild be inconsistent witli 
actual facts ; the fact of the matter is "'that there are twelve acts measured, by 
* days ’ wMch have been grouped together and given the name * Dvadashalia ® ; 
it is in this sense that the name applies 'to the group of acts,— not merely in its 
verbal .form. , In .t'he .case of the names of all acts, the name is applicable on 
the basis of the actual facts, which is' in a way referred to l:>y the name ; 
it is never applied irrespectively of the real state of tilings, as a m.ere 
technicality, like. such terms as " vrddhi\ ^gumx' and the. like. This is. 
what is found to be the case with aU such names as ‘ Agniholra \ ‘ Shyena \ 

^ Jyotlstoma\ Thus we conclude that the term ^ dcddashdhaA is a name 
applied on the basis of facts, not without basis in facts. Hence the argument 
of the Opponent has no force at all. 

SUTRA (42). 

IX CONNECTION WITH THE , EXCESS OF ANIMALS, THEEE IS ONLY ONE 

THAT IS MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Mdnasa is an accessory of the 
Dvddashdha. — “ For what reason ? the excess of animals, — the excess 

that is indicated by the texts is of one only, not of two : — The text; — ‘ Yah 
^Jashtiratirichyeta sa aindrdgnah Tcdryah^ [‘The animal that is in excess 
should be dedicated to Indra-Agni ’]— having laid down the ShddasMm 
in connection with the Dvddashdha, indicates that after the jSkddashinl has 
been dealt with, there is one more animal that is required. [According to the 
PuTvapahsal either there would be no more animals required, or it would 
not be one only. — “ How so ? ’’—There are eleven animals (of the Ekddashinl), 
and there are twelve ‘Bays’ (of the Dimdashdha) i that there are twelve 
‘ Bays ’ is shown by the text speaking of only one more being required ; if 
there had been thirteen ‘ days ’ (as in the Purvapaksa, the Mdnasa being the 
additional thirteenth ‘ day ’), then there would have been two more required, 
not only one. — ^From this also it follows that the Mdnasa is an accessory of 
the Dvddashdha, not a distinct act by itself. 

StJTRA (43). 

The ' EULOG Y OB THE ‘ DEOLABATION IS NOT INCONSISTENT WITH ITS 
BEING AN ACCESSOBY ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
« VBATAS ^ 

Bhdsya, 

This Sutra supplies the answer to two Sutras (34 and 35). 

It has been argued (a) that “the Mdnasa should be regarded as a 
distinct ‘day’ because it has been declared to be different (under Su. 34), 
— and (6) that there must be difference, as the Dvddashdha has been eulogised 
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through the Mdnasa; no one thing is ever eulogised through itself The 
answer to this is as follows There is no inconsistency in this ; because the 
Composite has often been found to be eulogised through its component part ; for 
instance, the Samvatsara-sattra has been eulogised through the details of the 
Mahdvrata (which is one of the components of the Sammtsam-sattra). Tor 
instance, the text — ^ Yanti vd ete mithundd ye samvatsaramupayanti, 
antarvMl mithunau samhhavatahy tenaiva mithund na -describes the 

defect of the whole Composite {Bamvat$afa^saUra)i mid. then palliates it by 
pointing out the redeeming featxire of the Mahdvrata, which is a component 
of that Sattra , — ^the whole thirs being eulogised through its part. In ordinary 
experience also, the whole is often eulogised through the part; when, for 
instance, Devadatta is said to be ‘ beautiful ’ on account of his long hair ; — 
similarly in the case in question also, the Dvddashdha would be eulogised 
through the ikfanctsa (one of its accessories), and there would be no incongruity 
in this. ■ ■ ■ 

SUTRA (44). 

It is on acooxjnt of the Ueolaeation that it is not taken as 

ENBINO WHTH THAT. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 36) that. — “ there is a text speaking of the 
Dvddashdha as ending with the Mdnasa, — ^this would be applicable only if 
the Mdnasa were a distinct ‘ Day ’ by itself, not if it were only an accessory 
of the Dvddashdha ; in the latter case it would be ending with the ‘ Preparation 
of the Wife ’ Our answ^er to this is as follows : — It is on account of the 
declaration that it is not taken as ending with that ; as a rule, the ‘ Days ’ of 
the Dvddashdha end with the ‘ Preparation of the Wife ’ ; but it is a. peculiar 
feature of the Tenth ‘ Day ’ that it ends with the Mdnasa, in accordance 
with the declaration — ‘Having prepared the wives, they proceed to the 
Mdnasa ^ ; — and for a declaration there is no burden too heavy. For this 
reason also there is no incongruity in our view. 

From all this we conclude that the illdnasa is an accessory of the Tenth 
‘ Day not a distinct act by itselh ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ * 



AoHiKARAi^A (14): The ‘ Sattra’ is to be performed by 
several ‘ Sacrificers 

SliTEA (45). 

1T(Jrvapak§a] — “ Ohly oke man should pbbfobm the Sattba, like 

ITS Archetype.” 

Bhasya. 

The Dvddashdha and other Battras form the subject -matter of the present 
AdMharayia* 

In regard to these, there arises the question- — Should only one man perform 
the Satira ? Or several ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Only one ; — why ? — ^it is lihe its 
Archetype ; at the Jyotistoma (which is the Ai‘chetype of the Battras) ^ there is 
only one Sacrificer ; and as the Battra has that for its Archetype, it should have 
only one Sacrificer, in accordance with the General Law. — ‘ But we find 
several sacrificers spoken of — ^in such texts as — Those who^ hnowing this^ 
have recourse to the Satira * hnowing thus they have recourse to the Sattra \ — The 
answer to that is that the Sattra has been enjoined for persons devsiring certain 
rewards ; and these must be many, independent of one another ; so that, 
even when each of them performs the Sattra singly by inmself, it is possible 
to speak of the performance of the Battra as done by several men ; as 
in ordinary life, even when men do an act separately, the plural number is 
used — ‘If the Heaven were to tBm many people would cultivate the fields'* ^ 
or, ‘ if there is a good harvest, many Brdhmanas would perform sacrifices b 
Similarly in the Veda also, we find such expressions as — ' Having risen from 
the Battra, they should perform the Prsthashamamya sacrifice b — In the case 
in question also the plural number in ‘ dsvran ’ and ' yajeran \ may be 
similarly explained.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Sidbhanta] — Ok account of Direct Declaration, it should be 

BEBFORMID BY SEVERAL MEN. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be only one Sacrificer, not several. In 
fact several persons should perform the Battra-mevi^ee. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because there is a Direct Declaration; there is the declaration containing the 
verbs ^ dslran^ and ^upeyuh% &Xl in the plural form, which show^s that 
what is enjoined is connected with plurality (of men) ; and this fact, thus 
directly declared, sets aside the notion of there being only one Sacrificer, 
which is based only upon the implications of the General Law. 
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SUTRA (47). 

If IT IS AEOTED THAT — IT IS A MEEE ASSEETioi? [then the answer 

is as follows]. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 45) that— “ the plural number may be taken 
as based upon the similarity of action, as in ordinary experience we meet with 
such expressions as ‘ they would perform sacrifices — and in the Yeda also, 
such expressions as ‘ they should perform the Prsthashamumya'-BmTi^Ge ® ; 
the same would be the case in the present instance also ’’.—This has got to- 
be refuted, [and the refutation is as follows]. 

SUTRA (48). 

That cannot be, as ‘ one ’ is mentioned (in connection 

WITH ANOTHEE). 

Bhdsya. 

That it should have only one Sacrificer is not possible for the Sattra . — 
Why ? — Because ‘ one ’ is mentioned in connection with another.— Ylow m *t — 
There is the following declaration — One who receives a gift at the Sattra 
eats a dead corpse; only one should perform the sacrifice ’ ; where having 
(in the first clause) disposed of the Sattra, the second clause lays down, in 
regard to another sacrifice, the fact of there being only one performer ; and 
this implies that at the Sattra there should be several sacrificers. 

As for the analogy cited of ‘ ordinary experience that is not right ; 
because in ordinary life, the word is only a reiteration of what has been 
known from elsewhere, and hence when it is used it is understood to be 
based upon the presence of similar activities. 

The instance that has been cited (under Su. 45) of the Udavasdmya—^ 
it is all right in regard to the Udamsdniya, m there mere performance has 
been laid down in connection with vebvioxiB Udavasdmyas ; and it is this 
plurality, thus indicated, that is reiterated in the text cited this has been 
already explained. In the case in question however, the activity is one 
prompted entirely by the verbal injunction,— and the verbal injunction 
connects the performance of the Sattra with performers, as qualified by 
plurality ; so that when the action comes to be undertaken on the authority 
of the verbal Text, due significance has to be attached to the phiraity ; lienee 
it follows that the Sattra should be performed by several persons. 

SUTRA (49). 

There is also a text showing ^ Commingling h 
Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also there should be several sacrifices at the 
Sattra. — “ For what reason ? ” — Because we find ‘ commingling ’ ; there is a 
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text which declams; thfe' ‘ eoniminglm of several ^Fires’ in one place— 
^ Fanchabhih pashuhMryakfyamaimh sannivaperan\ ^ Saint rani hosyantah 
sannivaperan ’ When going, to sacrifice five animals they should coinmingle 
the Firea h ‘ When going to offer the Sdvitra libations, they shonkl commingle 
the Fires ’]. ' It is only when several persons perform the act conjointl.v 
that such " comniingling ’ of the Fires is possible ; if each man did it separately 
on his owni account, the mention of ‘commingling’ could not be explaincnL 
From this also it follows that there should be sev€?ral Sa.crificers at the 
Sattra, 

SUTRA (50). 

If thebe WEBB ONLY ONE PEBFOBMEB, THEN THE vSBECIFIO MENTION 

of 'sevebal’ wohlb be meaningless. 

BMsya. 

For the following reason also we conclude that the performance is done 
by several persons conjointly.^ — “ For what reason ? ” — ^We read — ‘ Yo vai 
bahundm yajamundndm grhapatih- sa sattrasya prntyetd sa hi hhuyisthdm 
rddhimdrdhnoii ’ [‘ Among the several sacrificers one who is the master of 
the hotise is the propounder of the Sattra, and he obtains the highest 
prosperity ’ 3 ; this text speaks of a particular result accruing to one Master 
of the House operating with several sacrificers, and hence shows that the 
performance is by several persons jointly. Otherwise, if there were only 
on© Sacrificer,— as there would be only one Agent and only one result, — any 
distinction between general and special results would be incongruous, and 
hence any mention of a particular resiilt accruing to the ]\Iaster of the 
House would be meaningless ; — and yet, we do find such a particular result 
mentioned from tMs also w© conclude that several persons should perform 
the A%^^m-saerifice. 



Adhikaeana (15) : At the Sattra, the ‘ Sacrificers ’ them- 
selves act as ‘ Priests 

StjTEA (51). 

[PObvapaksa]— “ Othees shoxtld be the Pbibsts, as at the 
Abohetype.” 

BM$ya. 

Sattras are the subjeet-inatter of consideration here also. — ^It has been 
explained that it is performed by several Sacrificers, 

The question that arises is. — ^Are the sacrificers of the Sattra themselves 
to act as ‘ Priests ’ ? Or are others to be secured ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ Other persons should be secured as 
Priests. — ^^liy ? — ^At the Jyotistoma, which is the Archetype of Sattras , it 
has been declared that other persons should be secured as performers 
(priests) ; similarly in the case in question also, when the Sacrificers are 
performing the sacrifice, they should, in accordance with the General Law, 
secure other persons ; it is only thus that the performance would be * like 
the Archetype ’ 

StJTRA (52). 

[SiDBHilifTA] — fact, THE SACBXFIOERS THEMSELVES SHOULD BE THE 

" Priests ’ ; because of the coknectiof of the Priests ’ 

2^ AMES ; HENCE THE CHARACTER OF " SaCRIFIOER ’ 

BELOKCS TO THE PRIESTS. 

^ Bhdsya. 

It is not right that other persons should be secured as ‘ priests ’ ; in 
Jactf the Sacrificers themselves should he the Priests, — Why ? ” — Because of 
the connection of the Priests* names ; the embellishment of Initiation, wliich is 
done for the Sacrificer only, has been laid down in connection with the names 
of the priests, Adhvaryu and the rest, which are all based upon the per- 
formance of certain functions ; which shows that the Sacrificers are connected 
with the fimctions of the Adhvarya and other X3riests. — “ How so ? ” — It is 
only when they perform these functions that they can be referred to by 
names based upon those functions, — ^not otherwise ; from this we conclude 
that they are actually connected with those functions. 

‘‘ What is that text where the Initiation is spoken of ? ” 

It is thus — ‘ Adhvaryurgrhapatim diksayitvd hrahmdnam d%hsayat% tato 
hotdram, tata udgdtdram and so on all the priests become connected with 
Initiation, — ^From this it follows that the Sacrificers themselves — and none 
others — should perform the Priestly Functions, 
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StJTRA(53). 

EmbELPISHMENT will be OE the PeBEOKMEBj on the strength 

V ,:.0E: THE; ::DEe — AS 'IN, THE 'CASE OE THE INSTALLER 

IE THIS IS URGED [tkeix the answer is as ;ln the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent may argue as follows It is not right that the 
Sacriflcers shotild be the Friesta ; because at the Archetype, the Priests- 
are declared to fee other than the Sacrificer ; hence, as at the' Archetype, so 
in the ease in question also, the Priests should be other than the Saerifieers. 
It is the same Purvapaksa view that is reiterated. Only it is necessary to 
refute the Siddhdnta view. It is this refutation that is set forth in the 
Sutra— The Embellishment will he of the Perforfner^ on the strength of the 
Declaration, as in the case of the Installer i — How so ? — ^All that we read in 
the Text is— ‘The Adhvaryu, having initiated the Master of the House, 
initiates the Brahman -priest ’ ; — even if the Per/ormer^ (of the priestly func- 
tions) are other than the Master, the text may be taken as laying down the 
embellishment of Initiation for those Performers, mentioning these latter by 
their names (‘ brahman ’ and the rest) ; and there would be nothing incon- 
graous in this ; — as it would be as in the case of the Installer ; — Le. it would 
be like the case of Fire-installation, in connection with which the Embellish- 
ment of the Performers has been laid down, in the following text — ‘ One 
who is going to instal the Fire on the following day should keep an 
observance duriug the night,— he should not eat meat, nor approach his 
wife % — ^here the declaration enjoins an observance for the Adhvaryu; — or 
again, in connection with the we read ‘ail the Priests keep a 

fast’, — ^where fasting has been laid down for the Priests; — in the same 
manner, in the case in question also, the Embellishment spoken of should be 
taken to be that of the Priests,^’ 

StJTRA (54). 

When there is a doubt, it should be as determined by reason ; 
AS AT THE Archetype. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Priests should be other than the Sacriflcers ; 
in fact, the Sacriflcers themselves should be the Priests . — “Why?” — 
When there is a doubt as to whether the same persons who are the Sacriflcers 
should be the Priests, or these should be different from them, — ^the reasonable 
course is that those same should be the Priests ; the reason for this has been 
explained already above, under Su. 52 ; from what has been said under 
that Sutra, we conclude that those same should be the Priests, 

It has been argued that “ the Embellishment shall be of the Priests, 
as at the Installation ’’.—But that is not right. “ Why ? ” — ^When the 
Embellishment (Initiation) has been laid down in connection with the Sattra, 
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it may be taken, either as enjoined for the Priests and serving no useful 
purpose ill connection with the Archetype,— or as serving the same purposes 
as at the Ai'chetype, but mentioned in the text as laying down the order 
of the Initiation, in view of the fact that there are several Smrificers. 
Between these two alternatives, it is much simpler to take it as describing 
what is already known to be admissible (under the General Law ; i.e. the 
latter alternative), because in that case the text lays down only the order 
(of the Initiation) ; while if the Embellishment were for thePnes^^, it would 
be necessary to assume an tmseen (transcendental) factor, and to take the 
text as laying down several factors. Hence the right course is to take it as 
describing what is already admissible under the General Law, and not as 
laying down anything not already known. 

It has been argued that — “ Just as there is the injunction for the Priests 
to keep fast, or for the Fire-installer to keep an observance,— so in the case 
in question also, (it should be an injunction of the Initiation of the Priest) 

— But in those cases it is only right that it should be so, as there are the 
distinct declarations — ‘ The Priests keep fast ‘ He should keep an 
observance during that night ’ in these cases what is laid down is sometliing 
new, and hence tiler e can be no suspicion of its being already known ; hence 
the texts are taken as Injunctions, 

SUTRA (55). 

'' The istambs may be taken as those oe the Mastee, like the name 
' Grhapati ’ IF this is ueged, [then the answer is as in 
the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Tiiis Sutra embodies an objection (against the Siddhdnta) — “Why 
oannot the term ‘ Adhvaryu ’ and the rest be taken as names of the Master, 
like the term ^(frhapati^l — ‘ What would be the effect of this?’ — The 
effect of this would be that the fact of the priestly functions being performed 
]?y persons other than the ^acri^cer,— which is what is admissible under the 
General Law — would not have to be set aside, and at the same time, the 
names “ Adhvaryii ’ and the rest w’ouid come useful as standing for the 
Sacrificer , — just like the name ‘ Grhapati ’ 

The objection thus set forth is answered in the following Sutra. — 

StJTRA (56). 

That cannot be ; because that alone should be accepted which 
IS well-known; the othee name is applicable to one 
WHO is not endowed with that chabacter. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the names ‘ Adhvaryu ’ and the rest should be taken 
.as standing for the like the name ' Grhapati \ — “Why?”— 



1959 


ADHYAYA X, PADA VI^/ABHIKARANA (15). 

,.^Because that alone should he accepted vMich is welhknoirn ; as a matter of 
fact, these names are well-known as applicable, on the basis of the functioiis 
performed, to persons performing the hmctioixs of the Adhvaryu and other 
Priests, — not to tliose performing the hxnctions of the Sacn fleer ; iieriee it is 
not right or possible that they would be applicable to the iSacriJicers who 
ha-ve no cormectioii with the piiestly functions. — “ But Jiow' about the naiiio 
‘ Grhapati ’ ? ’’—The answer to that is that the narao ' Grhapati ’ (blaster of 
the House) applies to the Master who has no connection with the priestly 
functions. Fmther, even etjnaologically the term * (jrJinpatl^ is e^xpressive 
of the Pati (Master) ; and hence it would be only right that it should be 
a name of the Sacrificer. In fact, even in connection with the Archetipe, 
; this,, term .has been used in that sense, in the text ^ grhapatiryaj eta (‘ The 
Master of the House should sacrifice ’). As for the terms ''Adhvaryu" and 
the rest, on the other hand, which are related to the f mictions of the Priests, 
they cannot, in any way, be applicable to the Master ; hence, on aceoimt of 
their being connected with other functions, they are taken as different. 

BYu'tlier, if they were equal, then the specific mention of ‘’several’ 
would foe meaningless. 

For the following reason also, the Sacrificer s themselves should perform 
the priestly functions. — -“For what reason?” — Says the tfixt — ‘To vai 
bahwidm yajamdnmdrn grhapatih sattrasya pratyetd sa hi hhuylsthdni rddhi- 
mdrdkmti ’ [‘ Among the several Sacrifteers, the one JMaster of the House 
who is the propomider of the SaUra secures the highest prosperity’]; — 
the very specific mention of one Sacrificer, by the term ‘ grhapati \ can 
be explained only if all the Sacrificer s do not stand on the same footing, — 
not otherwise; if all of them were to perform the functions of the 
Sacrificer, and did no other work, then, in that case, there would be no 
distinction among them ; so that there would be no justification for the 
specific mention of one of them. If , howwer, the other Sacrificer s perform 
both functions — those of the Sacrificer as well as those of the Priests — wliile 
the Master of the House performs those of the Sacrificer only, — then, in that 
ease, the sj^ecific mention (of the latter) is right and prox>er. From the 
said specific mention, therefore, it follows that the Sacrificers themselves are 
Priests. . 

SUTHA (57). 

The mextiox of the ‘ initiated ’ and the ' uninitiated ’ also is 

NOT EXPLICABLE ; AS THE FACTS ABE ALWAYS THEBE. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also Sattras are performed by the Sacrificers 
themselves. — “ For what reason ? — Because there is mention of the 
‘ initiated ’ and the ‘ uninitiated ’ ; the text says — ‘ The initiated perform 
the 6^a^^m-sacrifice, the uninitiated perform the A Ama -sacrifice ’ ; — the two 
facts are always there — that those who are initiated perform sacrifices for 
their own sake alone, while those who are uninitiated perform sacrifices also 
for the sake of another sacrificer ’ ; if, as regards these two facts, there were 
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no difference between the Sattra and the AMna, — -then there would be no 
sense in the assertion made in the text quoted ; on the other hand, if there 
is this distinction between the two that at the Sattra all the acts are done 
by the iniiiated (sacrificer) only, while at the Ahlna they are done by the 
uninitiated (priests), then the said assertion becomes explicable, not otherwise* 
Hence from the said assertion we conclude that at the Sattra all the functions 
are performed by the themselves. 

StJTEA (58). 

Also BEOAtTSE thebe is isro SACEmciAL Fee. 

Ehdsyan 

For the following reason also the Sattra should be performed by the 
Sacrificer 8 themselves.— ** For what reason ? ” — Because there is no Sacrificial 
Fee ; they say that at Sattras, there is no Sacrificial Fee ; ‘ there is no cow, or 
cloth or gold given at it ^ says the text ; this declaration of the absence of the 
Sacrificial Fee is possible only if the priestly functions are performed by the 
Saerificers themselves ; not otherwise ; if they were performed by others, then 
it w’oiild be impossible that there should be no Sacrificial Fee ; no one ever 
takes up any activity for the sake of another person, unless there is some 
purpose of his own. — From this also it follows that Sattras are performed by 
the Saerificers themselves. 



ADHrKAEANA (16) : Difference behoeen ' Sattra ’ and 

‘ Ahina '. 

>SOTEA (59). 

To THE DvABASHAHA BELONGS THE CHARACTER OF ‘ SATTRA (a) WHEN 

THE INJUNCTION IS OF ‘ SITTING ’ AND ‘PROCEEDING’, AND 

(6) When THERE is a PLUEAiATy OF Saceificers ; — 

THESE BEING ASSOCIATED WITH THE NAME 

‘ Sattra 
Ehdsya. 

The Dmdashaha is the subject-matter of this Adhikcurana, 

It has been explained above that the Dvddashdha is a Sattra and also 
an Ahina ; of these two forms of the Dvddashdha^ the definition is provided 
now- — 'when the Dvctdaahdfm has such and such characteristics, it is Sattra^ 
—and when it has such other characteristics it is Ahlrm \ — In order to 
understand tliis distinction, it is explained that — {a) when there is injunction 
of ' sitting ’ and ' proceeding % and (6) when there is plurality of Sacrifieers, 
it should be regarded as Sattra ; as a matter of fact, the two injunctions 
in the form of ' dsate ’ {' they sit at ’) and ^ upay anti ’ (' they proceed ’) are 
always found to be associated with the name ^ Sattra \ in such texts as — 
(a) ' Those who imowing thus sit at the Sattra \ and (6) ‘ Those who knowing 
thus, proceed to the Sattra ’ ; — 'the name is also associated with the plurality 
of sacrificers^ in such texts as The nmnber of persons sitting at the Sattra 
should not be more than twenty four^ nor less than seventeen ’ ; so that of 
two things thus associated, when one is found, it brings the other to the 
mind. 

SUTEA (60). 

To IT BELONGS THE CHARACTEE OF ‘ AhINA (a) WHEN THE INJUNCTION 

IS OF ' Sacrificing and (b) when there is no restriction 

REGARDING THE NUMBER OF ' MASTERS h 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ When is the Dvddashdha BXk ^ Ahina ^ 

Answer — (a) When there is injunction of ' sacrificing and (h) when the 
number of Sacrificers is not restricted,— then it is understood to be Ahlrm. 
As a matter of fact, Ahinas are invariably enjoined by means of the root 
^ yaja^ ('to sacrifice’), as in the text----" Dvirdtrerm yajeta\ The number 
of vSacrificers, also at these is not restricted ; while that of the Sacrificers at 
the Sattra is restricted^ — that they must be many. 

The purpose served by the definition of things defined lies in itself, and 
no other purpose need , foe sought for. 
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Adhikaeana (17) : At the ^ Paundarika ’ sacrifice, the 
Sacrificial Fee should be given only once. 

SOTRA ( 61 ). 

[PCBVAPAKSA] — “ At THE ‘ AhINA THE EELE EEOAEDINa THE SaCBI- 
TTCIAL Fee should vaby day by day, because it is ah 

AOCESSOEY DETAIL, AND EACH DAILY PEBEOBMANCE 
IS DISTINCT BY ITSELE. 

Bhasya. 

There is the Paundarika sacrifice lasting for eleven days, laid down in 
the text — * Pauf^arlJceim ekadasTmrdtrena svdrdjyahdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring 
sovereignty of heaven, one should perform the Faundanka sacrifice lasting 
for eleven days ’]; in connection with that sacrifice, we read — 'At the 
Paundarika one should give ten thousand, — a thousand horses on the 
eleventh 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are the ' Ten Thousand ’ 
and the 'Thousand Horses ’ to be given every day (of the eleven days) ? \ 
Or are they to be given only once ? X 

The Purvapaksa is as follows:— the Ahlna, the rule regarding the 
Sacrificial Fee should vary day hy dxLy.—^\iY"i — ^Because the Sacrificial Fee 
is an accessory detail, and the ‘ days ’ (constituting the Paundarika sacrifice) 
are the principal factor ; and when the Fee has been laid down through the 
name of the Composite whole X Paundarika), it is wfith reference to the 
‘ Days ’ composing that sacrifice ; and when a subordinate detail is thus laid 
down, it must difier with each one of the ' principal factors ’ in the shape of 
the components of that composite just as, when Bathing or Smearing of 
Sandal-paste is laid down for a group of men, it is done by each member '’of 
the group ; — so should it be in the ease m question. In this way, the General 
Law also becomes followed, as it applies to each individual Rite ; and the 
excess of the Fee would tend to the excess of the Reward (obtained by means 
of the Sacrifice), — ^From all this it follows that there should bo a distinct 
fee given on each day,’’ 

SUTRA ( 62 ). 

[Objedion against Purvapaksa]--BvT twe whole is one Rite [Hence 
THEBE SHOULD BE ONLY ONE Fee], 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that there should be a distinct fee for each day | as 
a matter of fact, the 'Ten Thousand (Gows)’ and the 'Thousand (Horses)’ 
should be given only once.— -Why ? — Because the whole is a single Bite; 
there is one purpose to be served by the Fees, — viz. the securing of the 
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services of the Priests ; these services having been secured for the accom- 
plishment of the entire sacrifice with all its subsidiaries and details, — there 
can be no need for the same in course of the performance of that sacrifice ; 
and hence it is not done over again. — -The argument that “ an excess in the 
accessory detail (Fee) will be conducive to excess in the reward ”, — this is 
so only when the fact of a certain thing being an accessory detail has been 
duly recognised, not otherwise ; — and the Fee is an accessory of the entire 
composite sacrifice, not of each of its components ; — as has been explained 
already. — Tt has been argued that — “ The General Law appertains to each 
individual rite and hence indicates the admissibility of the details at each — 
But the Generali Law becomes set aside when it is found that on the basis 
of the direct declaration the Sacrificial Fee is taken as enjoined with 
reference to the entire sacrifice regarded as one composite whole. Hence 
there is no incongruity at all. 

SUTRA (63). 

[The PurvapahsMs answer to the above objection] — The ixjuxction 

OE THE ACCESSOBY DETAIL SHOULD PEBTAIN TO EACH OF THE 

' Days like the ' Pkv^adajya 

Bhdsya, 

“ It is not right that the Fee should be given only once ; in fact, it has 
to be given several times. — ^Why ? — ^What is laid down in the text in question 
is a peculiar feature of the Fees that are already known as to be given day 
by day ; and as such, that feature has also to be adopted day by day ; — 
like the Prsaddjya (Mixed Clarified Butter) ; just as in the case of the text, 
‘ Offers the Anuydjas with Mixed Clarified Butter % the * mixed ’ character 
of the Butter, which is a peculiar feature laid down in connection with the 
Anuydjas, is taken as referring to each one of the Anuydjas separately ; so 
, should it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (64). 

[Another objection against the PurvapaJcsa] — ^The Fees connected with 

THE JyOTI^TOMA APPEBTAIK TO ALL, AS ALL CONSTITUTE A 

SUsTGLE act; hence, as at the Abchetype, thebe 

SHOULD BE NO MODIFICATION IN THE MATTEB 

OF THE Fees. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that there should be a separate Fee on each day ; in fact, 
it should be given once only as common to aU ' days \ “ How so 1 
As a matter of fact, the Fees connected with the Jyotiapma are given as 
appertaining to the whole = set of acts (that go to make up that sacrifice) ; 
and all these Fees, which are for the purpose of securing the services of the 
Priests at the Composite Sacrifice, are admis^ble (g^cording to the General 
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SHABABA-BHiSYA : 

Law) at the Paundanka ; it is in reference to the Fees thus admissible that the 
test in question lays down the peculiar feature that the Fee should be ‘ ten 
thousand (Cows) and one thousand (horses) ’ ; — ^when this peculiar feature is 
thus laid down, it leads us to the conclusion that it is in modification of all 
those Fees that are given at the sacrifice (under the General Law) ; but it does 
not set aside the notion that the securing of services is done once only. From 
this it follows that it is to be given only once. — ^As for the instance of the 
Anuyajas that has been cited,— it is only right in the case of the Anuyajas, 
as It IS a <hstinct substance (Mixed Clarified Butter in place of Clarified Butter) 
that is laid down ; a substance is always laid down as an accessory of the 
saer^ee ; so that when the Sacrifices are different, the substance used at one 
saenfice does not help the other ; hence it has to be used separately with 
each. In the case in quasiion however there is only one securing of services 
(for the entne sacrifice, which is one composite whole), as already explained ; 
hence there can be no analogy between the two cases. 


SUTRA (65). 

[Purvapaksin’s answer to the second objeaion]—“ Ai the Dvadashaha 

THBEE IS A SBPABATE FeE GIVEN ON EACH DAY, ON THE 
STEENGTH OE A DIBECT DeCLAEATION ; AT OTHBE 
SACBIEICES ALSO, WHICH HAVE THAT BOB THEIE 
AeCHETYPE, THEBE SHOULD BE A MODUTCA- 

TION IN THE NUMBEE OE Fees.” 

Bhasya. 

‘ It is not right that the Fee should be given once ; in fact, the particular 

Fee that is laid down should be given separately day by day.— Why ’ 

Because in connection with the Dvddasliaha, there is the direct Declaration 
to the effect that ‘one gives 1200 every day ’ the Paundarika sacrifice 
las the Dvadashaha for its archetype ;— hence under the General Law the 
Fees become payable every day ; and in regard to these the text in question 
lays down the peculiar feature (that it should be ‘ ten thousand (cows) and 
one thousand (horses) ’ ;-so that it follows that this feature is in modifica- 
tion of those same Fees that are connected with each part of the sacrifice ■— 

(TeaTdS) separately 

SUTRA (66). 

[SiDDHANTA]— I n EAOT, INASMUCH AS THEBE IS NO SEPABATE ‘ SECUBING 
OF SERVICES , THE MOBIFICATIOH SHOULD BE THAT OF TH.E 

WHOLE. 


R IS not nght that there should be separate Fees on each day ; in fact 
the Fee is given only once.-^“ Why r’-Because there is no separate 
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3c,,jp1da;ti, adhikabana (17). 

*■ securing of services \ therefore, it is the whole i’ee that should be modified. 
It is ill reference to, the Sacri,fice ^as a, whole that Fees are prescribed. — “How 
so ? ”— -Because that is what is needed by the man ; the man wishes to do 
that alone which is fruitful ;r— when the man proceedvS to do any such act 
and is on the look out for assistance,^ — -it is for that occasion that the text 
lays down the ‘ hiring * (of priests) now, as a matter of fact, no single 
component part of a sacrifice is fruitful, — the fruit following from the sacrifice 
as a whole so that, when the ‘ hiring ’ has been done with reference to the 
whole sacrifice, it should continue till the aecompiishinemt of the whole ; 
so that there can be no ‘ hiring ’ during the intervals of the sacrifice. 

Further, when the peculiar feature of the Fee has been enjoined in 
connection with the name ' Paundartka % it follows that it appertains to 
that sacrifice which is denoted by that term it is the whole sacrifice, and 
not any part of it, that is denoted the term “ PuMU/tonita ’ ; the part is 
only indirectly indicated by the whole. Thus the Ptirvapaksa view involves 
the incongruity of recourse to mdirect indication ; such indirect interpreta- 
tion is accepted only when there is no other way possible ; — in the case in, 
question however, it is not that no other way is possible hence the only 
right coui*se is that the Priests should be appointed only once, with reference 
to the whole sacrifi.c© ,* thus the " securing of services ’ being done only once. 

Lastly, if the Fee is given only once,^ — (a) the declaration of the entire 
procedure becomes duly followed, — (6) and the entire performance becomes 
expedited, and the scripture comes to embrace a vast sphere of activity 
Hence this is the most reasonable course. 

StJTRA (67). 

Thebe can be diefebehoe only when thebe is a (diffebekt) 

ACCESSOBY. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that'^ — “ Inasmuch as the Paundarlka has the 
Dvddashdha for its archetype,-— and at the Dvddashdha there are distinct 
Fees given on each day, — the peculiar feature laid down in connection with 
the Paundarlka should be taken as pertaining to the said distinct Fees given 
on each day — This has to be refuted. Our answer to this is as follows — - 
At the Dvddashdha also, the whole sacrifice being one, there is only one 
‘ hiring of services ’ ; as for the difference (in the Fees), that is based upon 
direct Declaration to that effect,— being due to the connection of the Sutyd 
and also to the idea of embellishing ^ the Fee ; this diversity therefore does 
not make a diversity in the Vhiring of services 



Abhikarana (18) : At the Paun(^nka all the ^ Pees ^ should 
he ^ carried ’ in instalments. 

SVTEA (68). 

[PCtevapaksa (A)] — ''Each bay thebe should be embellishment 

OF ALL, AS AT THE AeCHETYPE ; BECAUSE THE FeE IS AUXILIABY 

TO ALL.” 

Blid§ya. 

The same PauManka is the subject-matter for discussion again. — It has 
been understood that the ‘ hiring of services ’ is to be done only once. In 
connection with the Archetype,, it has been laid dowm that ‘ At the Mid-day 
Extraction, the Fees are carried up ’• 

In regard to this, there arises the question — (a) Should the entire Fee 
be carried up each day ? — (or) should it all be carried up only once ? — or 
(c) should it be carried up (each day) in instalments ? 

The Purvapahja (A) is as follows : — “ Each day there should he embellish- 
ment of all ; — ^why ? — as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, the entire Fee 
is pmbellished at the stated time ; hence here also the whole of it should 
be embellished. — ^How so ? — ^The ‘ Days ’ are the predominant factor, and the 
Fees are subordinate to them ; hence the entire ‘ Fee ’ is auxiliary to all the 
‘ Days ’ ; — and the embellisliment of the auxiliary therefore becomes necessary 
on each of the ‘ days ’ ; hence it follows that the whole Foe should bo 
embellished each day.” 

StJTRA (69). 

[PilBVAPAKSA (B)] — " Inasmuch as thebe is only one pubpose to 

BE SEBVED, IT CANNOT BE AS STATED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not right that each day there should be embellishment of the 
entire Fee ; in fact, there should be embellishment only once ; — ^why ? — 
because there is only one purpose to be served by the Fees, — ^that purpose 
being the ‘ securing of services * ; — ^these Fees are to be given after they 
have been duly ‘ embellished ’ by having passed through all such embellish- 
ments as * carrying up ’ and the like ; — and when, after being thus 
embellished, they have been given away on one day, the injimction has been 
duly fulfilled and there would be no need for any further embeEishment. 
Hence it follows that the Fees should be embellished (by being ‘carried up’) 
only once.” 
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"stJTRA {70). 

[Purmpalcsa {B) — refuted ] — Iiv SHoraD - (every day); because in 

THEIR VERY OEIGIX, THERE, IS ' DIFFEREXOE OF TIME. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the embellishment should be done only once ; in 
fact., it should be done every day. — ^^Vhy ? — Because in their very origin^ 
there is difference of time ; in their originative injunction the Fees are 
found to b© connected with particular points of time. — For instance, it is 
declared that — * The Fees are carried out during the Mid-day extraction, in 
the regions of the Tristup \ As a matter of fact, all the Fees are auxiliary 
to all the ‘ days ’ ; — the * Alid-day Extractions ’ of the several ‘ days ’ are 
di^erent from one another ; and inasmuch as no further distinction is 
recognised, — if the Fees were not embellished during the Mid-day Extraction 
of any ‘day ’, then, so far as that ‘day Ms concerned, the Fees would have 
had no embellishment at all; as the actions on the different ‘days’ are 
different, and hence those tiiat have been embellished on one ‘ day ’ e^uld 
not be regarded as embellished in connection with another. Hence it follows 
that they have to be embellished separately. 

StJTRA (71). 

[SiDDHANTA ] — An A MATTBE OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE IN INSTAL- 

MENTS, BECAUSE THERE IS A DECLABATIOH TO THAT EFFECT ; — 

AS AT THE DvIDASHAHA. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that all the Fees should be embellished together on every 
day ; in fact, they should be embellished in instalments^ — ^Why ? — Because 
there is a declaration to that effect ; at the Dvddashdha, the ‘ carrying out ’ 
and other embellishments are done every day, on accoxmt of a declaration 
to the effect that ‘Each day one gives 1200’; — the Paun4<^nka has the 
Dvddashdha for its archetype, — not the Jyotistoma ; — hence even though the 
‘ hiring of services ’ is one only, yet the embellishment should be done 
separately. 



Adhikarana ( 19 ): By the term ' Manu's Verses ' only as 
many of those verses may he used as may he 
necessary for the purpose in view. 

SUTRA (72). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA]— “ When a thing is spoken of by its indicative 

MARK, THE IDEA SHOULD BE OF ALL THAT HAS THAT MARK, 
BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE INDICATIVE MARK 
IN ALL,— AS IN THE CASE OF ' AGNEYA 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with a certain Rite, we read — \ Manorrchah sdmidhenyo 
bhavanti^ Manuks Verses Sive to he the Sdmidhems'], 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are all those verses con- 
tained in the Tenth Mandala which are marked by the presence of the term 
‘ Manu ’ to be brought together and used as SdmidMnVverses, in the 
kindling of Fire ? — Or only a few of them are to be so used, not all ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows ; — “ All the verses marked by the presence 
of the term ‘ Manu ’ are to be used. — ^Why ? — Because the indicative 7narh is 
present in all ; all that we find in the text is that ‘ Ma?iu's verses are to be the 
Sdmidhenis ’ ; hence the presence of the term ‘ Manu ’ is the only indicative 
feature of the verses that have to be brought together ; and when the text 
indicates the verses with the presence of the term ‘ Manu % it must be taken 
as indicating without distinction as many verses as might contain that 
term; — and all that the injunctive text lays down is the use of certain 
verses solely on the basis of that indicative mark, and it does not mean to 
mark off only a few selected ones. Hence all the verses containing the said 
indicative mark should be brought together ; — as in the case of ' dgrmya ’ ; 
— in connection with the annual placing of the Ejisas wdth the dgneya \ — 
where we have the declaration ‘ dsita suMena suJctasya avichchheddya> ’ 
[‘ It should be so done that there may be no disjunction of one hyirm from 
another ’], and the hymn meant is the ‘ dgrnya \ — and the bricks are laid 
with all those hymns of the Tenth Mandalu that contain the term ‘ agnl ’ ; 
similarly, in the case in question also, the purpose of Sdmidhenl is to be 
served by means of all those verses that contain the term ^ Mami\ — Or 
again, just as in the case of the Ahargarm, — ^i^dien it is laid down that the 
‘ Rjisa is thrown into water — ^what is thrown into water is the l^jlsa of 
everyone of the ‘Days’, without distinction ; — similarly, in the case in 
question also, all the verses with the term ‘Manw’ should be taken up.” 
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ADHYlYA X, PlBA' VI,' ADHIKABANA (19), 

SCTRA (73). 

[SibbhInta] — In fact, as many alone should be taken as may be 

NECESSARY ; BECAUSE THEY ABE 'SUBSERVIENT TO THE MAIN 
PURBOBE ; AND THE PURPOSE MAY BE SERVED BY A FEWER 

number; to that extent alone lies the 

FOBCE OF THE INDICATIVE MARK, 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that ali the verses of the Tenth Mumfala that contain 
the term ^Manu ’ shonld be brought together ; in fact, only as many should be 
brought in as may he necessary. — ‘‘ Why V BaeawA^e they are suhserment to 
the main purpose ; the Sdmidhem verses are taken up onl^^ with a viciw to 
accomplish the purpose in view ; — and that purpose is served by only a 
few verses ; so that the purpose in view having been accomplished, — even 
though there might be other verses containing the indicative mark in 
question, yet they are not to be taken up, simply because there is no need 
for them. 

Says the Opponent — ” Whether or not a certain thing is subservient to a 
purpose depends upon scriptural texts ; — in the present instance, certain 
verses indicated by a definite mark have been laid down as to })e used as 
Sdmidhenl ; so that it must be taken as an injunction of the use of all those 
verses that contain that mark.” 

The answer to this is as follows ; — It is true that in all cases the 
subservient character of a tiling depends upon scriptinal texts ; but as a 
matter of fact, in the case in question it is not the Sdmidh 67 ils thab have 
been enjoined by the text in question ; what it does is to mention the 
peculiarity—tliat they should be * Manids verses ’ — of those Samidhems 
which, under well-defined limits, are already admissible at the sacrifice under 
the General Law. This peculiar feature, thus mentioned, qualifies only 
those Sdmidhenis that had come in by virtue of the General Law, and having 
qualified these, it has its jiurpose fully served and therefore rests there ; 
so that there is no xiossibility of any more verses containing the indicative 
term ‘ Manu ’ coming in than the number that are admissible under the General 
Law (which number is Fifteen only). Hence out of the verses that contain 
the indicative mark only a few are to be taken up, not all. — ^ISTor can it be right 
to repeat the principal act (sacrifice) for the sake of the subservient factor, for 
the piupose of affording an opportunity for the corning in of the other verses 
containing the indicative mark. — By selecting only a few of the verses the 
performance would become simpler and more expeditiously finished. 

Fmther, the indicative mark itself favours this same view. — How 
so ? ” — ^The indicative mark has been mentioned as a qualification for the 
Sdmidhenis ; so that, even though all the verses containing that mark may 
not be taken up, — ^yet if only those are admitted that have that mark, not 
any verses having other marks, — even so the indicative mark becomes 
duly honoured, not ignored. 

From ail this if follows that only so many verses are to be taken up 
as are necessary, not all. 
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SHABARA-BHlSYA .* 

SUTRA (74). 

As EEGAEDS THE AonEYA THEBE IS INJUNCTION OF ALU. ; 
Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that— just as in the case of the text ‘ one lays the 
bricks with Agmya hymns % all those hymns are- used that have that indica- 
tive mark, not only a few, — so should it be in the present case also — 
This has got to be refuted. The answer to this is as follo-ws — In the case 
of the 'Agmya \ it is only right that all should be used. — “ Why ? ” — {a) 
Because there are in that case, many bricks (6) because with each hymn 
we have the term ‘ lays ’ ; so that, when there are many bricks to be laid, 
and the number of hymns is less than that of the bricks, there can be no 
incongruity in the use of all the hymns. In the case in question however, 
the peculiar feature laid down is with regard to verses whose number is well- 
defiiied [fifteen only ; hence it would be highly incongruous to use more than 
fifteen verses; and the number of verses containing the term 'manu^ is 
very much larger than fifteen] ; so that the reason put forward becomes 
annulled. The analogy cited, therefore, is not correct. 

StJTRA (75). 

Inasmuch as the ‘Rjlsa’ is the fbingipal factcb, it is only 

BIGHT THAT THE WHOLE OF IT SHOULD BE DISPOSED OF. 

Bhdsya, 

The other argmnent urged is that — “Just as at the Ahargana, the 
entire Bpsa is thrown into the water, so here also all the verses should be 
used without any distinction ’’.—This has got to be refuted. The answer 
to this is as follows: — Inasmmh as tfm ' is the principal factor, it is 

only right to take the text as laying down the disposal qf the whole 
without any distinction; the disposal, in this case, should be done to the 
whole Bjisa; if it were not done to any part of it, that part of it wmuld be 
bereft of its embellishment ; hence that which is connected with all 

the ‘ Days ’ should be tht.’own in its entirety. In the case in question how- 
ever, what is laid down is subservient to the purpose in view ; hence the 
reason put forward becomes annulled; and the analogy of the Bfisa that 
has been cited is not correct. 


Adhikarana (20) : The \ Mana^ (llleamirmg) and the 
^ JJ%)dmharana ’ {Gathering up) are to he done 
on a piece of cloth. 

SUTRA (76). 

The 'Measijeihg^ akd the ‘ Gatheeihci itf’ of the Soma should 
BE DOHE5 at the AeCHETYFE, OH A PIECE OF CLOTH, — OH THE 
STEEHGTH OF THE DiEECT DeCLAEATIOK, 

Bhdsya, 

In coxine(3tion with the the ‘ measuring ’ and ‘ gathoriiig 

up’ (of Soma) have been laid down. 

In regard to this* there arises the question — ^JMay this ‘ measuring ’ be 
done on anything, and the ^gathering up ’ done by anything, without restric- 
tion ? Or should the ‘ measuring ’ be done on a piece of cloth and the 
* gathering up ’ also by the p?‘ece 0 / cfofJi ? 

The Purvapaksa in that-— “ The ‘meastiring’ and the ‘gathering up’ 
may be done on and by anything that may be suitable for the purpose; 
this absence of restriction making things simpler and expediting the 
performance”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnia : — ^The ‘ measuring ’ 
should be done on a piece of cloth, and the ‘ gathering up ’ also should be 
done by a piece of cloth. — “ Why ? ’ — 0?^ the strength of the Direct Declara- 
tion ; there is the Direct Declaration to the effect that ^ one measures on a 
piece of cloth, and gathers up by a piece of cloth ’ ; and on the strength of 
this declaration, both are restricted ( to the Piece of Cloth), 

Or, there can be no occasion for the question to arise at all, when there 
is a clear declaration to the effect that the ‘ measuring ’ and the ‘ gathering 
up ’ are to be done on and by a piece of cloth. The explanation of the 
Sutra is that it sets forth this weU -ascertained fact, for the purpose of 
raising the further discussion (in the next Adhikaraiia ) ; and where 
something is stated only as introductory to a further discussion, there is no 
need for stating the ‘ PuTvap)ah8a ’ or the ‘ Siddkdnta \ 



Adhikarana ( 21 ): At the ' Ahargana\ it is necessary to 
secure another piece of cloth. 

f StJTRA (77). 

At the ‘ Ahargana V there shoijed be securing of (another) piece 

OF cloth, —-ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING NEED FOR IT. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the DvddasMha sacrifice ; the ‘ gathering np ’ of So'nia has to 
be done at it, in accordance with the General Law, as laid down in the text 
‘ Gather it up by a piece of cloth’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^For the purpose of this 
‘ gathering up should a separate piece of cloth be secured (for each ‘ day ’) 
or not ? 

The Purmpaksa is as follows — -“It houid uot be so secured ; — why ? — 
because there is no declaration to the effect that ‘ another ijiece of cloth should 
be brought in ’ ; and in the absence of any such declaration, we do not recognise 
the necessity of bringing uf) a separate piece of cloth ; hence no separate 
piece of cloth should be brought in 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Ai the ‘ Ahargana \ 
another piece of cloth should be brought in, because there is need for it ; as 
there are several ‘ days V in the ‘ Ahargana ’ ; and ‘ the gathering up by a 
piece of cloth ’ is to be done oh each of those days, xinder the General Law ; 
so that if a separate piece of cloth were not brought in every day, the 
‘ gathering up ’ would not be acconaplished. Hence a separate piece of 
cloth should be brought in every day. 


Abhikakana (22): The separate piece of cloth is to be 
secured only for the ^ Gathering up \ 

SUTRA (78). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — “ It should be secured with a view to the 
‘ Measuring because at the Archetype, the ‘ Gather- 
ing UP ’ IS FOUND TO BE DONE BY THAT SAME 
PIECE OF CLOTH.” 

Bhmya. 

In connection with the same ^ Ahargan(i\ we are considering a further 
question. It has been explained that a separate piece of cloth is to be secured 
as there is need for it. — -The question that arises now is — Is the piece of 
cloth to be secured with a view to the ‘Measuring’ ? Or with a view to 
the ‘ Gathering up ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ It should be secxirexl with a view 
to the ‘ measuring ’ ; — why ? — because at the Archetpp>e the ‘ Gathering up ’ 
is found to he done with that same piece of cloth ; — at the Jyotistoma we find 
that the ‘ gatliering up ’ is done by that same piece of cloth in which the 
‘ measuring ’ has betm done ; — and at the Retype things have to be done as 
at the Archetype, according to the General Law ; — alienee the piece of cloth 
should be brought in. at the time of the ‘ measuring 

SUTRA (79). 

[Siddhanta] — It should, in reality, be secured -with a view to 

THE ‘ GATHERING UP ’ ; AS THERE IS NO DIRECT DECLARATION ; 

AT THE EcTYPE, IT HAS TO BE DONE BY A SEPARATE 
PIECE AS THERE IS ACTUAL NEED FOR IT. 

Bhasyd, 

It is not right that it should be secured with a view to the ‘ measuring ’ ; 
in fact, it should be secured for the ‘ gathering up “ Why ? ” — Because 
there is no Direct Decimation i we do not find it declared anywhere that 
the piece of cloth should be brought in for the ‘ measuring ’ ; and in the 
absence of any such declaration, we cannot be certain that it must be done 
for the ‘ measuring ’ alone. W'hen a certain thing is used for a definite 
purpose, it is only right that, being needed for that purpose, it should be 
broixght in at the time that it is needed, not at any other time ; in the ease 
in question, the need for a fresh piece of cloth arises at the time of the 
‘ gathering \xp ’ ; and hence the right coxirse is that it should b© secured for, 
and at the time of, the ‘ gathering up 
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It lias been argued that— At the Archetype that same piece of cloth 
is used for the gathering up which has been used for the measuring , — and 
hence, according to the General Law, the fresh piece of cloth should be 
brought in at the time of the measuring — This has to be refuted ; and our 
answer to this is as follows There is no such declaration as that ‘the 
gathering up should be done by tjiat same piece of cloth on wliich the 
measuring has been done ’ ; it is done so at the Archetype only because there 
is need for it and it can be so done, because the ‘ Bay ’ is only one ; so that 
the piece of cloth not being otherwise engaged, it is used for the ‘ gathering 
up ’ also ; — ^what is done only by reason of the needs of the situation cannot 
be applied elsewhere under the General Law, — as it is something not 
amenable to verbal authority. Further, in the case in question, there being 
several ‘ days the same piece of cloth could not possibly be used for both 
the purposes. — ^From all this it follows that the fresh piece of cloth should 
be brought in at the time of ‘ gathering up 


End of Pdda m of A dhydya X. 


ADHYAYA X. 

PIDA VII. 

Adhik ARANA (1) : At the Jyotistoma^ each Umh of the 
animal forms a distinct offering. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapaksa]— '' The aistimal shohli) be regardei) as a single 

'offering’;, because the whole of it has been enjoined.” 

Bhdsya^ 

In connection with the Jyotisioma, the Animal Agnlsormya (dedicated 
to Agni-Som^a) has been enjoined — ‘ Who, being initiated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-Soma 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the whole animal 
form one ‘ offering ’ ? Or is each limb of it a distinct * offering ’ ? 

The Furvapakm is as follows : — “ The whole animal forms a single 
‘ offering — ^Why ? — Because the whole of it has been enjoined ; it is the 
whole animal that has been enjoined as to be offered to Agni-Soma^ — each 
of its limbs is not ‘ what is dedicated to AgniBoma ’ ; hence what should 
be done is that out of the substance in the shape of the animal, slices should 
be offered to AgniBoma. If the limbs were to be treated as ‘ offering % 
then it would be necessary to take the term ‘ animal ’ as figuratively 
indicating the limbs . — From all this it follows that the whole animal forms 
a single ‘ offering — This is also indicated by the followdug text — ‘ Atho 
‘ khalvdhuh kdpmjd daksinasya purvam padasydvadeyam tat sarvasya pashora- 
vattam bhavati ; atho khalvdhuh gopdyand daksinasya purvam pgdasydva- 
deyam tat sarvasya pashoravattam, bhavati'" i what is said here C sarvasya 
pashoravattam bhavati ’) shows that the whole animal forms a single offering. 
— From this also it follows that the whole animal forms a single ‘ offering 

SUTRA (2). 

[Siddhanta] — In fact, each limb forms an offering ; becahse each 

HAS BEEN ASSIGNED SEPARATELY, — ^AS IN THE CASE OF THE CtJP. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. * 

It is not right that the whole animal forms a single ‘ offering ’ ; as a 
matter of fact, each limb is a distinct offering. — ^Wliy 7 — Because each has 
been assigned separately ; each Umb has been separately assigned by means 
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of such texts as — ‘First of all/ h© slices out of the heart, then the tongue, the 
chest, the arms, the sides, the arms ’ ; where the slicing laid down is out of 
various substances in the shape of the Hea7t and the rest. This cannot he 
possible unless the animal is cut up ; hence it follows that for the purpose of 
getting at the Heart and other limbs, the animal has to be cut up ; and when 
the animal has been cut up, the shape of the animal can no longer be there. 
Thus then, it comes to this— When the sacrifice is being performed, one 
should help it by means of the substance in the shape of the animal,— but 
it is not possible to accomplish the sacrifice by bodily introducing the animal 
into it, — Whence it is only indirectly that the animal’s body can help the 
sacrifice, — consequently the ‘ ofierings ’ are to consist of the Heart and other 
limbs forming parts of the substance in the shape of that animal, — and 
the offerings are to be made out of those limbs ’ ; — as in the case of the ‘ Cu/p ’ ; 
for instance, in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, it is laid down ‘Takes 
up the Cup dedicated to Jwdra-Fa|/u,— takes up the Cup dedicated to 
Mitra-Varuna, — stakes up the Cup dedicated to the Ashvins — ^where each 
Cup forms a distinct ‘ offering the ‘ offering ’ consisting of the Soma* 
juice in each Cup, not of the entire Soma'Creeper ; similarly in the case in 
question also (the offering consists of the parts of the animal, not the entire 
animal). 

As for the ‘ injunction of the whole animal ’, this can be explained also 
on the basis of the limbs constituting the ‘ offering — even so the whole 
animal forming the ‘ offering ' indirectly through the limbs. 

As for the indicative text that has been cited, that can be explained 
all the more easily on the basis of there being several ‘ offerings ’ consisting 
of the limbs. — ^How ? — -When it speaks of one slice helping the other, it shows 
that the whole of the animal is not meant to be sliced out as a single ‘ offering 



Abhikaba'HA (2) : The Sacrifice is to he performed with the 
Heart and other specified particular linibs of the Animal. 

■ : SUTRA (B); 

[PUevapak^a]— “ Inasmuch as each limb is a distinct opfeeing, 

THEBE SHOULD BE EEPBTITION OF THE ACT ; HENCE THEBE 
SHOULD BE * OEEEBINa * OUT OF ALL THE LIMBS,’’ 

Bhdsya. 

We have understood that each limb forms o, distinct 'offering’. — 
The question that arises now is — ^Is the saerifiee to be accomplished by the 
offering of any one of the limbs ? Or should offerings bo made out of all the 
limbs ? Or should there be speeification— the offering being made out of a 
few specified limbs only ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows The offering should be made out of 
all the iimb^, — hence the act of offering should be repeated. — ^Why t — 
Became each limb is a distinct offering ; each of the limbs descxnbed in the 
text speaking of the ‘ slicings ’—Heart, Tongue and the rest,“~'form so many 
distinct offerings ; so also do the other limbs (not so mentioned) wiiieh become 
included indirectly, as forming parts of the animal’s body ; hence offerings 
should be made out of all these limbs. Some of them are specially 
cliaracterised by the shape of the animal; — ^under the circumstances, if the 
oh:ering were made out of any one limb only, all that is characterised by the 
shape of the animal would not become included ; so that the ‘ shape of the 
animal ’ would not have been made an accessory of the sacrifice. The shape 
of the animal becomes such an accessory only when it characterises 
and qualifies a flesh-lump endowed with several qualifications, — ^not other- 
wise. If however all the limbs forming part of the animal’s body were 
made a single offering, then the enjoined offering of the whole would be 
accomplished without the repetition of the act of offering. But when each 
limb is regarded as a distinct offering, — ^if one were to make the offering 
out of a single limb, one would naturally abandon some of the limbs ; while 
if he were to repeat the act of offering, he would be able to take in ail the 
limbs.— From all this it follows that offerings should be made out of all the 
limbs. 

‘‘ Says the Opponent (to the Purvapaksa) — ‘ When all the particular 
parts of the body are meant to accomplish the sacrifice, then the sacrifice 
could be accomplished by means of any one of them 

" The answer to this is as follows — ^The sacrifice may be accomplished ; 
but the particular limbs have been spoken of as connected with the 
sacrifice ; what is spoken of, however, as connected with the sacrifice is the 
shape of the animal ; and this shape of the animal becomes an accessory of 
the sacrifice when the particular Hml^ are used ; and it is for this reason that 
the declaration of the procedure speaks of the parts of the body ; but it is 
36 
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not ascertained what particular part is taken up and what not ; consequently 
all come to ])e taken up for the purpose/ by following what has been said in 
the declaration of procedure. If any particular part has not been taken up, 

• it is assumed that even without that, the sacrifice is performed in 
accordance with the injunction; so that, having become qualified by the 
shape of the animal, nothing more is brought in ; but in that case it wmuid 
mean a disregard for this latter. — ^Hence we conclude that offerings should be 
made out of all the Heart and other specified ones, as also others 

not so specified.” 

SUTRA (4). 

{Objection to Purvapahsa\—AB A matteb oe fact, thebe should be 

SPECIEICATION, BECAtlSE OE THE SPBOIEIO MENTION, — AS IN THE 
CASE OE THE ‘ AJYABHIgA 

Bhdsya, 

The offerings should be made out of the Heart and other specified limbs, 
not out of the rest. — ^Why ? — Because of their specific mention ; the Heart 
and other limbs have been specifically mentioned, in the passage beginning 
with ‘ These are the eleven offerings out of the animal’. — ^As regards the 
text in question, it cannot be taken as an injunction of these same offerings ; 
as these are already known to be admissible under the General Law ; — -nor 
can it be taken as a mere reiteration, as such a reiteration would be useless ; 
— ^the reiteration too is without any details ; — all which shows that the text 
is meant to preclude those not mentioned (and to specify those mentioned). 
For instance, when it is said ‘ one should not go or ‘ one should not eat 
it is a clear prohibition; in the same way in a ease of Preclusion and 
Specification also there is prohibition. As in the case of the " A jyabhdga ^ ; 
as in connection with the QrhamMMya, it Ims been explained in Adhydya 
that the mention of ^ Ajyabkdga ^ m one alternative serves the purpose of 
preclusion; the same should be the case in the present instance also.— 
Hence the text is to be taken as a preclusion and specification. 

SUTRA (5). 

[Pbbvapaksa reiterated] — “In eact, what the specific mention is 

INTENDED TO DO IS TO DECLABE THE EACT OE THOSE SAME BEINC 
' DOUBLE OFEEBINGS ’ ; — BECAUSE THE ANUVIAL CON- 
STITUTES ' FIVE OFEEBINGS 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ vd ’ (Gn fact’) implies the rejection of tlie view just set forth, 

“ It is not right that there is preclusion and specification ; as this alway s 
involves three incongruities — (a) abandoning the natmai meaning of the 
words, (6) assuming another meaning, and (c) rejecting of what is known 
to be admissible. — ^It has been argued that, on account of the specific 
mention, it should be so but that is not right ; because ichat the specific 
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mention is intend, ed to do is to declare tJhc fact of those same Heart and the 
rest, — being ^ doiMe offerings \ .-The 'text in ; question does not mean tliat 
‘ the offerings out of the animal are only eleven, not more, and that each 
of the offerings is offered :twiee .what ..is: meant is that ‘of the eleven 
offerings .each is offered; •twice;.’, — ^How. so,?— It is not the offering (or slicing) 
that is reiterated in the text, because it is not yet something already known. 
— ‘ But how can it be regarded as not already known t ’ — Because the animal 
constitutes five offerings ; what the- text actually declares is that there are 
.five offerings out of the animal ; hence it cannot be regarded as a reiteration. 
.In fact, the text has served its purpose 'by enjoining that ‘ of the.se, each is 
to be.o.ffered twice,’ ; and it does not bar the offering of other slices. — ^Heiice 
we conclude that offerings are to be made out of ail the limbs.” 

SUTRA (6). 

Fijbtheb, if the text in ques- 
tion PEEOLUDED THE OTHER LEVIES, THE DIRECT PROHIBITION 
OF THE ' SHOULDER ' HEAD 7, ' ANDKA ' (?) AND ‘ THIGHS ’ 

WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS. If, HOWEVER, OFFERINGS 
ARE TO BE MADE OUT OF THESE ALSO, THEN THE 
PROHIBITION SHALL APPLY TO THE ‘ DOUBLE 
offering’ OUT OF THESE,” 

Bhdsya, 

“ For the following reason also, the text cannot be taken as precluding 
the other limbs,— ‘ For what reason ? ’—Because there is proMbition of 
the ‘ shoulder ‘ head ‘ anuTca^^ and ‘ tliighs This prohibition of these 
would have some sense only if there were no preclusion of these ; the pro- 
hibition of these is actually there, in the text — ‘ One does not offer out of 
the shoulders, nor out of the head, nor out of the Anuha, nor out of the 
lower thighs If these limbs had been already precluded by the other text, 
the proliibition of the ‘ shoulder, head, anuka, and thighs ’ would be wholly 
superfluous. — If, however, they are not ak’eady precluded by the other text, 
then, inasmuch as these limbs — shoulder and the rest — could be things 
out of which the offerings would be made, the proliibition would be of the 
* niravaddna ’ of - these limbs. — ^What is ‘ niravaddna ’ ? — ^It is offering after 
taking a piece out of the particular limb ; — ^i.e. it is the * double offering ’ 
that is prolfibited. — From all this it follows that the sacrifice is performed 
with all the limbs.” 

SUTRA (7). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE MUST BE PRECLUSION ; 
BECAUSE THEY ARE SPOKEN AS ' ANAVADiNlYA ’ (NOT 
FIT TO BE OFFERED). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ api v a ’ (‘as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of tlie 
view set forth above. 
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There 'must be preclusion; and offerings slionid not be made out of all 
the limbs. — «*VWhy ? ’—Because only thus can the re -declaration have any 
sense. — “ But it has been pointed out that Preclusion always involves tliree 
incongruities.”— The answer to that is that there is no incongruity in the 
present case.— Why ? ” — ^The ‘offering’ (slicing) in general is made 
admissible by the General Law, for being offered into the Fire ; and it is this 
offering that is comiected by the text in question with the 'Heart and other 
limbs ; so that it is through Syntactical Oonnection that the Heart and other 
specified limbs become connected with the Horna (throwing into Fire) ; and 
none of the other limbs of the animal’s body becomes connected with any 
deity. — ^It will not be right to argue that— “ the connection of the Heart 
and other specified limbs with Deities being mentioned in the Direct 
Declaration itself, — such connection of the animal’s body with the Deities 
would be secured only if the other limbs also were made oblations by 
being thrown into the Fire ” ; — because the connection of the animal’s body 
with the Deities is secured also when the Heart and other specified limbs 
are offered out of that body.— Hence we conclude that the other limbs are 
precluded. 

Further, there is the term ‘ anamddmt/a ’ (‘not fit for being offered’), 
in the Mdrtdydnavaddmydn surdgrahdmshcha djisrdhhyo harati\— 

If there is preclusion, then alone could any limb be ‘unfit for offering ’ ; 
otherwise, all the limbs would be ‘ fit for offering ’, and the term ‘ anavadd- 
mya^ (‘xmfit for offering’) would have no sense. Hence we conclude that 
there must be Prechision. — “ The mention of ‘ unfitness for offering ’ may 
be taken as referring to the Horns and Hoofs.”— Hot so, we reply. Because 
the Homs and Hoofs are inherently unfit for offering; and if there were 
^harana\ ‘taking up’, of what is inherently so unfit, then the Dative 
ending in ^ djisrdhhyali ^ could not be explained; as the Horns and Hoofs 
are never meant to be ‘ “ They might be used for securing the 

services of men,” — ^It has been already explained that one should not utilise 
for his own purposes things that are meant for Deities. Hence the term 
‘unfit for offering’ cannot be taken as referring to Horns and Hoofs. 

StJTRA (8). 

Also because it is bound mentioned in connection with 

THE NON-BbaHMANA., 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also there should be Preclusion.— ‘ 
reason ? ” — ^There is a text showing that there is ‘ eating ’ (of a limb) by the 
non-Brahmana — ^ Kahuhho rdfaputrah prdsndti dhruvagopah^ ; here the 
eating of the ‘ ’ (a particular limb) by the Kmttriya has been 

mentioned. — ^According to the Furvapaksa, no such limb could be available 
of the animal used at the sacrifice, as all the limbs will have been offered, as 
what is prohibited is only the ‘ double offering — ^For this reason also, there 
should be preclusion. 
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StJTRA (9). 

Also because thebe is mentiok'';of -'cooheb' ahb 'uhcookeb'; 

so THAT THE BEST OE THE LIMBS WOULB HOT BE AUXILlABy TO 
THE sacrifice; just like- THE' letting GO 

^ Bhas§a, 

For, the follow.iirg reasoa also there should be Preclusion. — For what 
reason ? Because there is mention of ^ cooked ’ and * uncooked ® ; — ^we find 
the limbs ' spoken of "as ‘ cooked ’ and uncooked % in the text — *He looks 
upon the two kinds of limbs, cooked and uncooked \ If there were no pre- 
clusion, it, would not. be possible to see any'.' ^ uncooked ’ limbs ; on the other 
hand, if. there is Preclusion, the limbs other than the Pleart and the rest 
specially mentioned would not be auxiliaries to the sacrifice ; — ^just as in the 
case of the text ‘ They let go the Fdtnlvata after it has been washed % this 
letting go is not an auxiliary to the sacrifice. The limb in question would 
not be offered, and as such, would remain uncooked ; .hence it would be 
possible to see some uncooked limbs. — ^For this reason also there should be 
Preclusion. 



Adhikaeana (3) : At the Jyotispma, the offering to 8vista- 
• krt should consist of such ‘‘ Three Linibs ’ as are 
not auxiliaries ‘ to the scocrifice. 

StJTRA (10). 

[POBVAPAK^A]— “ Ol'S'EEINGS SHOULD BE MADE TO SVISTAEET OUT OF 
THE SACBIEICIAL AUXILIAEY,— AS AT THE AeCHETYPE.” 

Bhasya. 

At the Jyotistoma, there is the animal to be offered to Agn-i-Soma, — 
spoken of in the text, ‘One who, being initiated, sacrifices the animal 
dedicated to Agni-8oma^. At that sacrifice, the ojg%r?'ng to SvistaJcrt comes 
in under the General Law ; in connection with that offering, we read — 
* Offers the sacrifice to SvistaJcrt with Three Limbs \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should the offering to 
SvistaJcrt be made out of such limbs as are auxiliary to (have been used 
at) the sacrifice ? Or out of those that have not been so used ? 

The PurvapaJcsa IB follows : — “ It should be offered out of the limbs 
that have been used at the sacrifice.— How so ? — ^Because by so doing, the 
words of the text would be followed, as at the Archetype ; because it is 
only when the three limbs used at the sacrifice are offered to SvistaJcrt that 
the connotation of the term ‘ three ’ becomes duly followed.” 

SUTBA (11). 

[SiDDHANTA]— l3^ BBALITY, THEBB SHOULD BE MODIEICATIOlSr BY THE 

‘Thbee limbs^— AS in the case of ‘Heeds’. 

BJidsya. 

The offering should be made out of the three Imibs that have not been 
used at the sacrifice ; thus there would be a ‘ modification ’ (of those limbs 
that have been used at the sacrifice) ; and it is not that any three limbs might 
be used. If it were admitted that the offering could be made out of ar^y three 
limbs, then there would be no need for the mentioning of the ‘ limbs ’ again 
in the injunction of the offering, as it would be already known ; and the 
injunction, in that case, would be only for the sake of laying down the 
number ‘ tliree ’, the injunction being ‘ one should offer out of tliree ’ in 
that case there would be no connection between the term ‘ f n ’ (‘tliree’) 
and the term ‘ anga ’ (‘ limbs ’) ; so that the compounding of the two would 
be impossible. 

Further, if there is no one action common to the tliree limbs, — or if 
there is no quality common to them,— there can be no relation of q'lialifi cation 
and qualified between the terms ‘ trV and ‘ anga ’ ; so that, on that account 
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also, there would be no such connection between them as that ' those are the 
three limbs which tliree limbs are connected wo'th the number threji ’ ; unless 
there is some peculiarity, there can- be- no action taken, and to that extent, 
the information remains incomplete— as to which three limbs are meiint. — 
How is it under your view ? -We explain :™-The com{)Ound ‘ tryamjalh " 
is a collective compound, the teomrnimism ’ of the two factors consisting 
either in conmion action or common qitality, — -the three limbs of whicli the 
collective compound has been formed have been thus mentioned — ‘ Yad 
dommk purvdrdhdt agymye samamdyati, gudasya madhyatah skronyd jaghamatah ’ 

I One offers collectively the upper half of the arms to Agni^ out of the middle 
of the anus, and out of the lower half of the ’] ; the word ^ Sama- 
vadyati denotes gomt offering ; and the ‘ communism ’ consists in all three 
being connected with the one deity Hr/nf, and also with the common action 
oi offering. Hence it is these three limbs here spoken of (arms, anus, and 
loins) that are meant to be the ‘ three limbs ’ out of wdiich the offering to 
Svistalcrt is to be made and these have not been Used at the sacrifi.ee. 
Ihus, on the strength of this direct declaration, w© conclude that the offering 
to Smstahd is to be made out of such limbs as have not been used at the 
sacrifice ; as tn the case of ‘ reeds ’ ; just as in the case of the text ‘ the grass 
consists of reeds \ it leads the K?^sha, -grass to be set aside by the reeds, so in 
the case in question also, the character of being used at a sacrifice would be 
set aside. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, the offeiing to Smsf^akrt is 
only of the nature of the disposal of things that have been used at the 
sacrifice ; — and if the offering were made out of things other than those so 
used, there would be no ‘disposal’ of the tilings used; hence those limbs 
that have not been used at the sacrifice cannot be used in the place of those 
that have been so used.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^Though the tilings used are what are 
disposed of, yet it cannot be otherwise; under the normal course, the 
‘Disposal’ would be effected through the things used at the sacrifice it is 
as against this that the text in question lays down the offering, in this parti- 
cular case, of such things as have not been used at the sacrifice ; — the sense 
being that it is these latter that should be offered by way of ‘ disposal ’ ; 
because these also have served their purpose and as such have to be disposed 
of. Those that have been actually used at the sacrifice are hereby excluded 
from the Svistakrt-offering ; but they may be disposed of anywhere else one 
may wish to do so. 



Adhikarana (4) : The ^ Adhyudhnl ’ is a modification of 

the ^ Idd \ 

SUTRA (12).. 

[SrDDHANTA]— T he * Abhyudhni ’ should be tbeated as a modifica- 
tion OF THE ‘ IdA-POETION ’ WHICH IS EATEN BY THE HOTR, — 

JUST LIKE THE ' Theee Limbs [The term ‘ Adhyudhnl \ 
stands for the limbs other than the Heart and 
other specified limbs]. 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyatistoma, there is the animal offered to Agyvi-Soma, spoken of 
in the text—' One who, on being initiated, sacrifices the animal dedicated 
to Aqni-Soma^ , — In connection with that, it has been declared that ^They 
present the Adhyudhnl to the -priest k 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is tliis [adhyudhnl’' a 
modification of the Eotfs share in the Idd-cahe (which is eaten by him at 
the Jyotisfoma) ? Or is it not a modification, being an entirely distinct 
share allotted definitely to the Eotr ? 

Question — On what grounds conld it be regarded as a modification (of 
an already-known Portion) ? And on what grounds could it be taken as a 
distinct share assigned to the iifoifr ? 

Answer — ^If the text in question is taken as enjoining the Adhyudhm^ 
then the mention of ' presenting to the Hotr ’ is a mere reiteration, — and 
in that case what is enjoined would be a modification of the already known 
Portion. On the other hand, if the text is taken as enjoining the ' presenting 
to the Hotr ’ in reference to the Adhyudhnl, then it is a restrictive injunction 
(assigning to the Hotr a distinct Portion). 

The most reasonable view that presents itself is as follo-ws The 
Adhyudhnl should be treated as a modification of the Portion eaten by tlie 
Hotr (at the Jyotistoma).— " Why’^ ?— Because the Adhyudhnl is something 
quite new (not having been previously enjoined), and hence, not being tlie 
remnant of any offering to deities, it is not yet knovm as to be eaten in the 
manner of the Ida ; hence it cordd not be taken as reiterated in the text in 
question; consequently it has to be taken as enjoined; — thus then the 
Adhyudhnl comes to be directly declared as the share to be presented to the 
Hotr, and hence sets aside the ‘ Idd-portion \ which could come in only 
by virtue of the implications of the General Law ; — as in the case of the ' Three 
limbs'* ; — ^i.e. just as the ‘Three Limbs % which have not been used at the 
sacrifice, set aside those that have been so used, — so in the present ease also. 



. 1985 


O ' ■ TIDJl’ VII, ADHIKAEAm'; (4). 

'■stjTRA (13). ' 

/^PurmpaTcsin^s argument It BEAiiLY toems 

PABT^ OE THE EeMHAHT ; HENCE THEBE SHOULB BE BESTBIO- ' 

TIONS ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ CHABIOT 

Bhdsya, 

Tile term ‘ t;a ’ (' really ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above 
— ^to the effect that the Adhyudhnl is a modification of the -portion. 

The Adhyudhm could be a modification of the Ida -portion only if it were 
something new (not already known) ; — as a matter of fact however, it iorms 
part of the Ida -itself.—" How so ? ’ — ^The text " Anmihihlimdain vardhayantP 
■[‘ They enlarge the Ida by means of such pieces of flesh as are boneless ’] 
clearly declares the " presentation ’ (of the Adhyudhni), [as it is only by the 
additional limbs not already offered that there could be subsequent 
enlargement ; and it is the additional limbs that constitute the ‘ adhyudhm ’] ; 
— it is only the connection with the particular prie»st IZo^r that is not already 
known; hence it is this connection alone that is enjoined by the text in 
question, — ^the sense being that " when they present the Adhytidhnl, they should 
present it to the not to anyone else % w^hich means that they provide 

the Hotr with a fresh eating-portion (in addition to the Ida, which comes to 
liim through the General La^w). Fuither, the words ‘ hotre ’ and ‘ haranti ’ 
being in close juxtaposition {" present to the Hotr^)^ the syntactical comiec- 
tion between them is clear ; while in the other case, the connection between 
^ adhyudhnlm ’ and ‘ haranti ’ is interrupted by the intervention of the word 
^ hotr e \ and as such, it would have to be assumed. Hence the text must 
be taken as restricting this new portion {adhyudhnl) to the Hotr in the 
■'ease of the chariot; in the case of the text " YajuryuMam rathamadhvaryave 
daddti ’ [" He gives the chariot consecrated wath the Yajus to the AdJvmryu 
— ^inasmuch as the chariot is already known from another text, and the 
words ‘ adhvaryaim ’ and ‘ daddU ’ are in close juxtaposition,— it is taken as 
restricting the gift to the Adhvaryu ; — similarly the text in question should 
be taken as restricting the portion {adhyudhm) to the Hotr'\ 

SUTRA (14). 

[Siddhmitin's amwer to P%fmpaJc§a-argmneni] — But it« cannot be so, 
AS THEBE IS NO INJUNCTIVE TEXT TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tu ’ (‘ but ’} implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the text cannot be taken as restricting the share 
(to the Hotr) ; it must be taken as laying down the modification of the Ida- 
portion. — “ \^Tiy ? — ^There is no injunctive text to the effect that there ^ 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 

should be the Adhyudhm-'^oTtioxi even where there is the Ida -portion at the 
■' same ■" time., 

“ Btit we have pointed out the text— ‘ They enlarge the cake with 
boneless pieces of flesh 

The answer to this is that this text is a mere reiteration, the boneless-pieces 
having been already enjoined elsewhere~‘ Yadii parisMsyate tat samavatta-- 
dhdnymndnayati, yat hrdayam prdsyat% jihvdm vaksah, tanimam atastasyd 
'vanistum ’.—Hence it follows that the text cited by the opponent is only a 
reiteration. Then again, the adhyudhm is not mentioned in the text at all ; 
hence it cannot be regarded as enjoined elsewhere as to be used and 
when it is not so enjoined elsewhere, it must be taken as enjoined in the 
text in question (‘ adhyudhmm hotre haranti ’) in reference to the ‘ presenta- 
tion to the 

It has been argued that in this case it would be necessary to assume a 
syntactical connection (between ^ adhyudhmm^ and ^ harantiA) which is 
interrupted the intervention of the word ‘ hotre ’) We shall certainly 
assume such a connection when we find — (a) that the ' adhyudhm is not 
something already enjoined elsewhere, (6) that the text, therefore, cannot 
be a reiteration, and (c) that it would be meaningless if the said assumption 
were not made. In this way, the injunction would be of the ‘ presenting ’ 
which is expressed by a word contained in the text itself ; otherwdse, in the 
other case, what would be enjoined would be the connection between the 
Adhyudhm and the Hotr, not the presenting which is expressed by a word 
of the text itself. 

For this reason also the Adhyudhm should be regarded as a modification 
of a former eating-portion. 


SUTEA (15). 

[Purvapaksird s objection]— ' In fact, it would be a mebe gift, as 

THERE IS NO CONNECTION WITH THE TERM ' EATING-PORTION k’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ api vd ’ (‘ in fact ’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

“ If it be as explained above, and the Adhyudhm has not been enjoin ckI 
in any other text as to be presented even when the Ida -portion is there, — 
then, it comes to this that what the text in question enjoins is sornetliing 
entirely new to be ‘presented’, in the shape of the AdhyudJmi ; and in tliat 
case it cannot be treated as the modification of an eating-portion ; as all that 
the w^ords ‘ adhyudhnlm haranti ’ expresses is the mere giving away of tlie 
thing to the Hotr; nor is there any connection laid dowm with the term 
‘ bhaksa ’ (‘ eating-portion ’). Hence the Adhyudhm cannot be regarded as the 
^modification of an eating-portion.” 
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SUTRA ( 16 ). ' 

[Answer to the Purmpaksin^s argument] — ^As a matter of fact, it must' 

BE THE MODIFICATIOH OF AN EATING -PORTION, AS THEBE IS NO 
"giver’, — ALL (the SaCRIFIOER ANB THE PrIESTS) 

BEING EQUAL IN RELATION TO THE REMNANTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ ’ (‘as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the 

view just set forth — that “ it is a mere gift, not the modification of an eating- 
portion It camiot be a case of ‘ gi\fing away’, because there is no' 
‘ giver ’ ; the animal, in fact, has been dedicated by the Master of the sacrifice 
in the sense that ‘sawing the sacrifice, I shall not use this animal for any 
other pmpose of mine own’; so that there being no longer o%tmeTship< 
over the animal, there can he xlo giving away (of any part of it). — -“Why 
is there no ownership ? ” — ^Because all are equal in relation to the JRemnunt ; 
as regards the Remnants of the sacrifice, the Sacrificer stands on the same 
footing as the Hotr, neither of them is the owner of the substance. Hence 
there can be no grm’ng. 

“ When there is no connection with the term ‘ eating-portion how can 
the Adhyudhnl be regarded as an eating-portion ? ” 

It follows the presence of the Dative ending (in this Dative 

ending has the sense of ‘ for the sake of ’ ; so that what the words of the 
Text mean is that ‘ the adhyudhnl is for the sake of the Hotr\ ‘it is the 
Hotr who is wanted by it as its recipient which means that ‘ it benefits the 
Hotr^ ; it can do so only when it is eaten and thereby imparts strength to- 
the person, thus conferring upon Mm a perceptible benefit; and to the 
extent that it confers tMs benefit, to that extent does the Dative ending 
become justified ; — otherwise, if the benefit conferred were an imperceptible 
one (as it would be, if it were a case of mere gift), the signification of the 
Dative would become ignored. 

From all tMs it follows that the Adhyndkm is a modification of the 
eat ing -port ion of Ida. 



Adhikarana (5) : The ‘ Vanistu^ is the modification of an 

Eating-portion. 

[Like tlie ^ adhyudhni\ the ‘ vanistu is one of those limbs of the animal that 
are not among those that have been specifically mentioned as ‘ offerings -i.e. the 
Heart, the Tongtie, eto^l 

SUTRA (17). 

LnCE THE * AdHYTJDHNI THE ^ VAHISTtr ’ ALSO IS EOE THE 

AgnId-peibst. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection, with the same animal dedicated to Agni-Soma, we read — 
Vanisturagnidhe ’ [‘ The Vanistu to the Agrmd-priest ’]. — ^The details of the 
preceding Adhikarana are applicable to the present case also ; as there so 
here, the question is^when the is spoken of as * for the Agnld\ 

is it to be treated as the modification of an eating-portion ? Or, does the 
text restrict this additional share as to be given to the Aymd-priest ? 

Similarly the apparent Siddhdnta is the same as that of the previous 
adhikarana, — ^that, being enjoined as something not already known, it must 
be regarded as the modification of an eating-portion ; — as before, the same 
objection is urged here also — ‘‘ it being already enjoined in another text, the 
present text must be taken as restricting the additional share to the 
particular Priest as before, the answer to this is that, in as much as the 
Vanistu is not mentioned in the text * they enlarge the Ida with boneless 
pieces it is not something already enjoined, and hence it should be taken 
as enjoined in the text in question. 

Says the Opponent— “ As a matter of fact, the Vanistu bUbo having been 
already spokeri of, it is something that is already known.” 

Answer — All that has been said in the other text is — Vanistum 
prdsyati " [* Throws the Vanistu ’] ; so that what is enjoined there is the 
mere throwing in of the Vanistu into the Ida, by way of an embellishment 
of the latter ; so that it does not become the Jdd itself ; — ^nor is it mentioned 
anywhere in connection with the term ‘ bhaksa ’ (‘ eating-portion ’) ; hence 
it is the mere 'throwing in’ that is enjoined, — and not that it is to be 
included in the ‘ eating-portion ’ nor again, is there any connection, in the 
preceding text, with the Dative ending. So that, when the text in question 
■speaks of it as 'agnidhe\ (being ‘for the Agnid'), the Dative ending clearly 
-enjoins the eating (of the Vanistu). 

Thus we conclude that, there being a possibility of the case of the 
Vanistu not being quite analogous to that of the Adhyudhnl dealt with in 
the preceding Adhikarana, the Sutra lays it down that the two eases are 
•exactly analogous ; and thus sets aside all notions of the two eases not being 

'quite alilm on any point of the 



Adhikarana (6) : The Maitrdvaruna also has a share in- 
the Eating Portion \ 

SUTRA (18). 

[PCrvapaksa]— There cah be ho ‘ Eatiho portion ’ eoe the Maitra- 

VARXJNA, AS HE IS NOT CONNEOTBI) WITH THE ARCHETYPE 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with thB Jyotistoma>^ there is the animal dedicated to Agni- 
Sojna, mentioned in the text ‘ One who, on being initiated, sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agni-So'ina^ ; at tliis offering there is a priest called 
^ Maitrmamfia^, ■ ■ 

In regard to this Priest, there arises the question — ^Has this Priest 
a share in the ‘Eating of Remnants’ which has to be don© in accordance 
with the General Law ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows : — Tliis Priest has no connection with the 
Archetype; hence, if he were to do the Eating^ it would not be done in the 
manner of the Archetype. Hence w© conclude that these can he no eating - 
portion for the Maiirdvaruna, as he is not connected with the A^'chetypeff 

StJTRA (19)’ 

'•[SlBBHlNTA]— As A MATTER . OE FACT,' IT SHOULB BE THEBE ; AS HE IS. 

THE SUBSTITTJTE FOR THE HoTR AND THE AdHTABYIT, BEINO 
INVESTED WITH THEIR FUNCTIONS. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, there must be an eating -portion for the Maitrd- 
varurm ; in the matter of giving dii'ections, he is the substitute for the 
Adhvaryu ; and in the matter of recitations, he is the substitute for the Hotr,. 
as is clearly laid down in the text—* Therefore the Maitrdvaruna gives the 
directions and makes the recitations ’ thus, being invested with the 
functions of these two priests, the MaUrdmrmia naturally gets a share in the 
‘Eatiag’. Hence we conclude that he must have a share in. the eating- 
portion. 



Abhikaeana (7) : The Maitravarnna has only 
one share. 

SUTRA (20). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA]~‘‘ H e SHOIJLD HAVE TWO SHABES, AS HE BEBFOEMS 

TWO EITHCTIOHS/' 

Bhasya, 

In regard to the same Maitravam'm priest, there arises the further 
question — ^Has he two shares ? Or only one share ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows He should have two shares-; being a 
.substitute for the Adhvaryu, he obtains the share ; and being a 

substitute for the Hotr, he obtains the Hotfs share ; hence he should have 
two shares.” 

SUTRA (21). 

[SiDDHAHTA] — I n BEALITV, IN AS MUCH AS HE IS ONLY ONE, HE SHOULD 
BECEIVE ONLY ONE SHARE; AS THE SHARE HAS NOT 
BEEN DECLARED. 

BTidsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 
above. 

The Maitmvanma should not have two shares; he should have only 
one. — “ Why ? ''-—Became the share has not been declared ; it has not been 
declared that the Adhvaryu's shBm is to go to the Maitrdvaruna,. or that 
the Hotfs share is to go to Mm. If these two had been so decia.red, then, 
even though the requisite embellishment would have been secured by a single 
share, yet, on the strength of the said declaration, he w^ould receive the 
second share also. As a matter of fact, however, the share comes to the 
Maitrdvaruna only by virtue of the General Law ;“-"hence, as the Maitra- 
varuna is only one, a single share will suffice to accomplish that archet}q)al 
condition, and no second share could be indicated by the General Law ; — 
hence the Priest in question should have one share only. 



Adhikabana (8) : The Pratiprasthdtr Priest has no share 
in the Eating-Portion. 

StJTRA (22).' ,• 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — '‘T he Pbatiprasthatr also should have a share, on 
ACCOUNT OE his CoOKING THE OmENTUM.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection witli the same animal-sacrifice to Agni-Soma^ the 
^ Pratiprasthdtr ’ priest is spoken of. 

In regard to him, thex'e arises the question — ^Is this Priest to have a 
share in the eating of Remnants ? Or not 1 

The Purmpahsa is as follows “ He is to have liis share why ? — 
because when he cooks the omentum,— in accordance with the text * The 
Pratiprasthdtr priest cooks the omentiun — he performs the functions of the 
Adhvaryu ; hence he should have his share in the eating-portion.” 


SUTRA (23). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, he can have no share, because the action 

IS DIFFERENT, AND BECAUSE THE WHOLE OF IT IS 
'^OFFERED AWAY. 

Bhdsya, 

The Pratiprasthdtr can have no share in the eating-portion. — “ Why ? ” 
— Because at the sacrifice wherein he acts for the Adhvaryu, there is no 
remnant of the substance ofiered ; what he does is the cooking of the omen- 
tum ; and the whole of it is ofiered away ; so that, there, being no remnant, 
what is there to be eaten ? At those sacrifices where there is a renmant, — 
that is, those in which ofierings are made out of the Heart and other 
specified limbs, — tin's Priest does not act for the Adhvaryu ; — as a matter 
of fact, the transcendental result connected with the omentum is entire]\* 
different (from that connected with the Heart, etc.), because it is connected 
vfth a subsidiary act; and what the General Law indicates is that that 
priest alone becomes entitled to the eating -portion who has worked at the 
sacrifice the substance used at which is to be disposed of by that eating ; 
in tliis way the eating would come to help in the sacrifice? ; if, on the other 
hand, the eating were done by a priest who has done work other than any 
connected with the sacrifice, as he would have rendered no service, his eating 
would not help the sacrifice in any way, and lienee it would be no part of it . 
It is for this reason that the General Law does not justify eating at a sacrifice 
other than the one at wliich the man has worked. 
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Says the Opponeni>-^‘ ' At the subsidiaries of the sacrifice also, the 
Pratiprastlidtr does act iar the Adhvaryu ; as he does the work of slicing , 
as laid down in the text — ‘ Placing it towards the right, the Pratiprastlidtr 
'slicesit.'’.”, . ■ 

Under the present Aclhikaraim^ we are considering the case in relation 
to that Uedic Eecensional Text where this text (regarding the Pratiprasthdlr 
doing the sliomg) does not appear. [So that this does not affect the SiddhdMa 
at aU].—Or [there is another explanation] — ^this slicing (spoken of in the 
text) is a totally different act frona that connected with the Archetype. At 
the Archetype, the actual slicing as constituting the , beginning of the 
act of offering having been spoken of by the term, ‘ sacrifice % wdiat is spoken 
of by the subsequent text is only the number ‘ two % not the act of slicing ; in 
the text quoted by the Opponent, on the other hand, what is laid down is the 
act of slicing by the Pratiprastlidtr , not the actual act of offejing ; in fact, in 
this ease the slicing that would be done would be the beginning of the act of 
offering. So that at the Archetype, when the offering is going to be done, the 
Adhvaryu would naturally do the slicing, even though not actually enjoined to 
do so ; — ^the slicing, in fact, has got to be done, either by the Adhvaryu himself 
or by someone else ; and as the Adhvaryu himself is close by, he does it ; it 
does not necessarily form a ‘ function ’ (or ‘duty ’) of the Adhvaryu. What 
is doxie as a matter of course is not what is rendered admissible by the 
General Law — and in the case in question, it is only as a matter of course 
that the slicing is done either by the Adhvaryu or by someone else ; so that 
all that the text quoted does is to restrict this ‘ someone else* to the 
only,-— From all fhis it follows that even though doing the 
slicing, the Patiprasthdtr does not perform the ‘ functions of the Adhvaryu ’ ; 
and hence he should not have a share in the eatii^s at the subsidiary sacrifices. 



Adhikabana (9) ; The text ‘ Ajyabhdgau yajati ’ lays down 
the ’’ OrhamedMya ’ as a distinct sacrifice 
by itself. 

SUTRA (24). 

[PCbvapaksa (A)] — “ As the Aechbtypal process would naturally 

COMB INTO THE ECTYPE, THE DECLARATION OF IT AGAIN 
WOULD BE SUPERFLUOUS.” 

Ehasya. 

In eomiection with the Clidturmasya Ba orifices, we read — ‘ Marudbliyo grha- 
mMMhlvyah sarvdsdm diigdhe sdyaniodane ’ [where the ‘ Grlmmedhlya ’ offering 
is laid clown] tills connection it is declared - — ^ Ajyahhdgau yajati ^ 

[‘ Offers the two ’]* 

In regard to this latter, there arises the c|uestion-— (a) Is tins a mere 
reiteration of the two A§yahl%dga-offe>rings already admissible under the 
General Law? — or (b) the General Law, as w^ell as this text, both enjoin 
one and the same act? — or (c) is this text meant, to be purely com- 
mendatory ? — or (d) does it lay down two additional and distinct acts ? — 
or (e) is it meant to serve the purposes of Preclusion ? — or (/) does the 
General Law indicate the admissibility of all else, save the two Ajyabhdga- 
offerings ? — or {g) does the General Law make the two Ajyabhdga-offerings only 
admissible ? — or (h) does the General Law not come in at all, and the 
Grhamedhiya is an entirely distmct sacrifice by itself ? 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows : — “ At the ectype in Cjnestion, the 
two A jyahhctga-off Brings comiected with the archetype come in by the General 
Law itself ; hence the declaration of the same over again conld serve no 
other purpose.; it could only be taken as a teaching reiterated by the Teacher 
as a friendly advice ; so that we need not trouble oin* minds over the question 
of the acts being distinct ; it is clearly knowm that it is a mere reiteration ; 
so please proceed to tlie consideration of some other subject. — Why so ? — 
Because the question raised is alread5^ settled ; while there may be another 
subject which is not as well known. Just as in ordinary experience, when 
people say — ‘ Bring up the Bralimanas that are there in tliis house, — Deva- 
dciUa, Yajnadatta and Vi§numitra \ — the latter sentence is regarded as a 
mere reiteration ; similar should be the case with the text in question ”, 

SUTRA (25). 

[POrvapaksa (B)] — Or, the same act may be laid bow by means 
OE TWO texts, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ AoNIYA 

Bhdsya, 

“ If the only capacity that the text had w^ere to reiterate what has been 
already declared, then it could not serve any other purpose. When how’evei’y 
37 



1994 


SHABA’BA-BHlS YA I 


it lias til© capacity of doing something ©Iso also, then, why caimot it be suspect- 
ed of doing this something else ? As a matter of fact, it has this capacity — 
that the text in question and the General Law conjointly declare the one 
fact that ' the QrliamMUya is to be performed in the manner of the arche- 
typ©, —tills similarity to the archetype consisting in the fact that the two 
Ajyahliagas d,m to be offered ’. In connection with the Archetype, it has 
been declared that ' the two Ajyahhagas are to be offered ’ ; so that in doing 
this, the man accomplishes his purpose by means of the archetypal sacrifice ; 
— then again, in the text in question— ‘ Differs the two AjyabMgas the same 
method is extended to the ectype. So that the sacrifice performs its func- 
tions in such a manner as to make one and the same act spoken of by means 
of the two texts. — Just as in the mse of the Agneya; — ^the deity that is 
invoked with the words ‘ agnimagna dvaha ’ is the same that is spoken of in 
the words ' dtmdnamdvaha'^ again, in the case of the expression ‘Here 
is the strike with the one and the same stick is spoken 

by means of the word * stick ’ used twice ; — ^in the same manner, the 
text ‘Offers the Ajyahhagas ' Ib,js down the offerings in connection with 
the Archetype,— and this same text appearing again in connection ivith 
the Ectype also lays down the same offerings,— the full sentence being 
completed by the idea that ‘ the GrhamMhlya sacrifice is to be equipped 
with these same offerings — ^and no distinct offering is laid down ; nor is it 
a mere reiteration of what is already admissible under the General Law.” 

SUTRA (26). 

[PObvapaksa (G)]— But this is kot possible as the texts abe 

BISTIKCT.” 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ t?d ’ (‘ but ’) implies the rejsction of the view just set forth. 

“ The case in question is not analogous to the Invocation of AgnL In 
the latter ease, the text ‘ Ague dvaha ’ has spoken of Agni the carrier ; wiiile 
in the text ^Agnimavaha Agni is spoken of as one to be carried ; so that the 
two texts do not serve the same purpose. In the case in question, on the 
other hand, the presence of the Ajyabhdga-otteT'mgB (at the GrhamMhlya) 
is indicated by the single General Law that ‘ the Ectype is to be performe^d 
in the manner of the Archetype so that the declaration over again (in 
the text in question) that ‘ the JF/^/^^^tMgra-offerings are to be offered ’ would 
be doing what has been don© already ; and such a text would be meaningless 
and superfluous. Hence the conclusion should be that it is a mere reiteration. 
—‘But it has been explained that a mere reiteration is superfluous — ^It is 
not so, w© reply ; it will serve the purposes of a commendatory declaration, — 
the sense of the commendation being — ‘by doing this the man would be 
offering the Ajyabhdgas Sbud. thereby the sacrificial character (of the 
GrhamMhlya) wmild be accomplished”’. 
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\SUTRA (27).. ' 

[PtJEVAPAKSA (B)]— ‘ It MUST BE IN ABBITION | AS THAT WOULD SEBVE 
' A USEFUL PURPOSE ; — ^IT .BEING NOT POSSIBLE FOB IT TO' BE : 

TAKEN EITHER {a) AS A COMMEND ATOBY DECLARATION, OR 
(6) AS DESCRIBING ' AN ACCESSORY DETAIL, OR (c) AS 
A MODIFICATION BASED UPON DIRECT DECLARA- 
TION,— IT COULD SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE 
ONLY WHEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 
DISTINCT FRESH ACTS. 

Bhdsya, 

“Or, the text may be taken as laying down two distinct additional 
acts, — ^not as a mere reiteration to the effect that ‘the said Ajyabhdga- 
offerings must be made ’ ; in fact, it should be taken as actually enjoining the 
two sacrifices as to be performed.— ‘ Why ? ’ — Because a mere reiteration 
is useless ; specially as, the two texts being different, they cannot be taken 
as speaking of one and the same act. 

Question — ‘ Why cannot the text be taken (a) as a commendatory 
declaration, or (6) as a description of accessory details, or (c) as laying 
down a modification V 

“ Answer — (a) For the simple reason that the words express no com- 
mendation, the text cannot be taken as a commendatory declaration. — 

‘ There is the term for the purpose of accomplishing its sacrificial charmter^ 
which expresses commendation — Answer — ^When a certain thing has 
been enjoined by one sentence, it has no need for a commendation that is 
expressed by another sentence. Hence the text should be taken as laying 
down a distuict sacrifice, not as a commendatory declaration. — ‘ But there is 
no distinct sacrifice named Afyabhdga \ — Answer — ^It can be a sacrifice 
having the Ajyabhdga for its accessory, — (5) Nor does the text contain any 
description of accessory details (of the previously-enjoined sacrifice), as 
there is in the sentence ‘ One offers the Ajyabhdgas equipped with water 
(‘ apsumantdvdjyabhdgau yajati^). — ^Nor is there any other way of interpret- 
ing the text ; as there is in the ease of the text * One should not offer any 
oblations before this where, in supersession of this prohibition, there is the 
other text ‘The oblation that one offers before this’, which deprecates the 
said offering, and then goes on to add ‘ Pours the offering with the Sruva \ 

“ Such being the circumstances, the text would be serving a useful 
purpose only when explained as before. Hence it must be taken as laying 
down distinct offerings, as in this case it would be laying down something 
new ; otherwise it would not supply any fresh information at all.” 

‘ But what is there to indicate that the act laid down is a distinct one ? ’ 

“ What indicates it is the reason that ‘ the repeated mention of one 
and the same act would be useless, as it would supply no particular 
information — as explained under Sutra 2. 2. 2. 

“For all these reasons we conclude that the text in question lays down 
two distinct sacrifices named ‘ Ajyabhdga \ in addition to the principal 
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sacrifice (of the context),- — ^these distinct sacrifices being hitherto unknown 
and made Imown her© for the first time,” 

SUTRA (28). 

[PUBVAPAKSA (E)] — It might be XJBGED that '‘ the text may BE: 

TAKEN AS NEGATIVING (OTHEBS) 

BMsya. 

“You think that the text contains the injunction of a distinct act; 
but that is not possible ; when the name ‘ djyabhdga ’ is actually mentioned, 
the action spoken of cannot be understood to be any other than the 
Ajyahhdga itself. If the distinct act were taken as one having the Ajyabhdga 
for its accessory, then this would involve the necessity of taking the term ' djya- 
bhdga ’ in a figurative sense ; and no significance would attach to the special 
name " djyahhdga\ Hence the text cannot be taken as laying down distinct 
acts. It may however be taken as negativing other acts, by ' preclusion ’ ; 
just as in the case of the text — ‘ Five five -nailed animals are fit for eating ’, — 
the mention of the five animals, Hare [Porcupine, Alligator, Tortoise, and 
Rhinoceros] is talien as meaning the negation (proliibition) of the ‘ eating of 
others ’ : — similarly in the case in question also, the mention of the Ajyahhdga’- 
offerings will mean the preclusion of the other accessory details”. 

SUTRA (29). 

[Eefutation of Purvapdksa (E) by Purvapaksin (D)] — This is not 
possible; as it is not spoken oe^’. 

Bhdsya. 

“As a matter of fact, we do not find, in the text, any negativing word, 
nor the mention of any other accessory details ; and no authority can attach 
to any such meaning of a sentence as is not expressed by its constituent 
words; because it is only the meaning of the component words that is thcj 
basis of the meaning of the sentence ; and the latter can have no existence 
apart from the former. This is what has been made clear under Suira 1.1.25. 
Hence the text cannot be taken as preclusive ; specially as Preclusion is 
always open to three objections — (1) the acceptance of what is not expressed 
by the words, (2) the assumption of the meanings of other wurds, and (3) 
the rejection of what is actually expressed by the words. — From all this, it 
follows that it is best to take the text as laying down distinct acts 

SUTRA (30). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (F)] — ^It ^ MIGHT BE^ URGED THAT “THE AJYABHIGAS ARB 
NOT TAKEN IN , [BY THE GENERAL Law] 

Bhdsya, 

“ If you think that the text contains the injunction of distinct acts, — then 
the incongraity involved in that view has been already pointed out ; and that 
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is enough to discouiit it.— Wliat then should be the explanation ? — the 
Ajyahhdga offerings have been mentioned (in the text) by then very names 
(as coming into the GrhamMMya), while the other accessories come into it 
only Tinder the General Law; when it is found that the Ajyahhdga offerings 
come in directly through their own names, the General Law can indicate 
nothing regarding their admissibility into the Grhamedhlya, and it will only 
indicate the admissibility of the other accessory details which have not been 
taken in by any other means.— ‘ What will be the advantage in taking the 
text thus ? ’ — The advantage will be as follows (u) It will not be necessary 
to assimie that the text and the General Law function jointly; — -(b) it will 
not be necessary to admit of a commendation by a distinct text (the one in 
question) of what has come in by virtue of the General Law;— (c) when 
precisely the same name is used, it will not be necessary to take the re- 
mention of the name as laying down distinct acts ; just as, when it has been 
asserted that ‘ Devadatta stands here it is not said again ' he stands while 
standing’; all that it is imderstood to mean is that the person is named 
‘ I)eyadate ’ and (d) lastly, it will not be necessaiy to assume Preclusion, 
which is beset with three objections. — ^Hence we conclude that the text 
serves to take in the -offerings (as coming into the GrJiamedMya), 

which are not taken in by the General Law 

Says the Opponent — Why have recourse to this elaborate process ? 
If the Aijyabhdga-oEeriiigs had not been taken in by a direct text, the 
General Law would certainly have been able to take them in ; when they 
are already laid down by a direct text, what is the need for the elaborate 
assumption that they are not taken in by the General Law ? ’ 

‘‘ Afiswer — There is certainly no good reason for having recourse to the 
elaborate assumption ; but what is done by an elaborate process cannot be 
regarded as not done ; an elaborate process is certainly open to objection ; 
but even though the objection may be there, the General Law’ cannot take 
in the Agyahhaga-oEeTing?^. If a man goes to a village through the pastme- 
land, he certainly incurs the inconveniences of passing through the pasture - 
land ; but it is not that he does not reach the village. Hence we conclude 
that the Ajyahhdga-ofioxingi^, not being taken in by the General Law, are 
taken in by the text in question.” , 

SUTRA (31). 

[Refutation of Purvapakm (F)]—' This caknot be ; because of 

equabity.” 

Bhdsya. 

''What has been urged above is not possible. If the General Law 
were to deal with each of the Archetjq^al accessories separately in detail, 
tlien it might be that it woTild not deal with the Ajyabhdga-ofierings on the 
ground of their being already taken in by the direct text, and would deal 
with and take in the other accessories ;— as a matter of fact, however, the 
General Law does not deal with the accessories separately ; all that it deals 
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with is the transcendental result connected with the Archetype, — ^its indica- 
tion being that ‘ the result is brought about by this, the Ectype, in the same 
maimer mhj that, the Archetype ’ ; and this being the form of the indication, 
the Ajyahhaga’OBeTm.gQ also become included in this* Under the circum- 
stances, it comes to this that the text laying down the Ajyahhaga-o-iieTmgs 
does what has been already done (by the General Law) and hence becomes 
superfluous. — ^Thus then, the Ajyahhdga-aKQvmg^ being equal to (standing on 
the same footing as) the other accessories, the text cannot be taken as taking 
in the A^yabMgfa-oflerings which have not been taken in by the General 
Law.” 

[POuvAPAESA (G), ard its Thebe would be the same 

OBJECTION AGAINST THE 5 JYABHAGAS ALONE BEING TAKEN IN 
(UNDEB THE GeNEBAL Law). 

Bhdsya. , 

The following view may be put forward (as Purvapahsa (G)]^ — “ What 
the General Law indicates is the Ajyahhdga-offenngs only, as constituting 
the Qrhamedhlya sacrifice, when performed in the manner of the Archetype ; 
the question having arisen as to how the J!jya6/fcdga-oflerings are to be made, 
— the answer is that ‘ it is in such and such a manner (as at the Archetype).’ 
Just as in the case of the text ‘ There are seventeen Sdmidhems at the 
AdhvaraJcalpas \ the number ‘seventeen’ does not find place in any other 
sacrifice ; — or, in the case of the sentence ‘ Bring the Shimshapd tree no 
other tree is brought up, and the Shimshapd alone is imderstood to be spoken 
of by means of the term ‘tree’; — similarly in the case in question, the 
Ajyahhdga-o^&AxigB alone should be understood to be taken in by the 
General Law 

Our answer to this is as follows: — There would he the same objection 
against the Ajyahhdgas alone being tahen in under the General Law; — the 
idea that the Ajyahhdgas alone are taken in is equal to (open to the same 
objections as) the idea that they are not taken in ; as for the other accessories, 
their non-inclusion (under the General Law) might be possible if the Generai 
Law dealt with the accessories separately ; but no such non-inclusion is 
possible when all that the General Law indicates is the fulfilment of the 
archetypal transcendental result (as explained above). 

SUTRA (33). 

[SlDDHINTA] — The TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SHOWING DISTINCT- 
NESS, AS THE INCLUSION: SEBVES A USEFUL PUBPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

From all th® above it follows that the Qrhamedhlya is a distinct sacrifice 
not laid down elsewhere,-— “ Why ? — Became the inclusion serves a useful 


1999 


■ ABHIKABA'fA ( 9 );. 

purpose; — the inclusion spoken of in the text 'Offers the AjyahJidgas^ comes 
to serve a useful pxirpose. If the GrhamMMya wqtq a sacrifice already 
enjoined elsewhere, then this text would be superfluous. Thus then, the 
GrhamMhlya, having all its needs fulfilled by the Ajyahhdgas directly enjoined, 
does not take in the other accessories (of the Archetype) on the basis of the 
(General Law. As a rule, when an Ectype has got a new accessory laid 
down for itself, it does not take in any archetypal accessories, except through 
Syntactical Gonnection with' that new accessory.— " Why so ? What is 
required to be known '(in regard to the Ectype) Is the manner in wliioh it 
should be performed ; — -as regards the Archetype, it is known that the 
manner in which it is to be performed is through the' accessories, which, 
therefore, are ail needed by the declaration of procedure in regard to the 
Ectype however, it is not definitely known.what accessories it will take in,; 
.and they , have got to be assumed .and then .wanted ; — it is , however, not 
reasonable to^ assume a .relationship, when something definitely : .known is, 
already .there hence here , also' the' accessories become taken in^ on the 
basis of the General Law after these Archetypal accessories have been 
taken in, — ^with a view to save the injunction of the accessories relating to 
the Ectype itself from superfluity,— both sets of accessories are combined 
and taken in by a single all-embracing declaration of Procedure. 



ADHiKAEAisrA (10): The ‘ Svistakrt' and other .rites ■ .are; io 
be performed at the Orhamedhlya. 

SUTRA (34). 

From among those also, that wottli) come in which is 

SPECIALLY MENTIONED. 

Bhctsya, 

The GrhamMhiya is again the subject-matter of discussion. In regard 
to this, we have seen that, having all its needs fulhlled by the AjyabJmga- 
offerings, it does not take in any other accessories (from the Archetype). — 
What is to be considered is — ^is this absolutely so that it does not take in 
any other accessories at all ? 

Such being the notion (derived from the preceding AdMkarana), the 
Siddhdnta is set forth in the Sutra — From among those also, that %vould come 
in which is specially mentioned. What has been said regarding the Grim" 
medhlya not taldng in any accessories, is true of cases where no specific 
mention is made ; in the case in question, we do find a specific mention of 
certain accessories, — e.g. of the JT/^a&Mga-offerings [and these do come in) ; 
— similarly whenever an accessory is specifically mentioned by a direct 
declaration, and such specific mention is found by us, we conclude that that 
should come in which is so specifically mentioned ; e.g. such accessories as 
are mentioned in the texts, rAgnaye samavadyati \ ‘ Icimniipahvayati \ 


Adhikaeana (11): [A Hypothetical Discussion]. At the 
^ OrhamMMya'’ there is no Eating hy the ^ Prd- 
shitra ’ and other Priests. 

SOTRA (35). 

The mention of the ‘ S\t:stakkt ’ should be taken as beecludinci 
THE Eating, — because the conditions abb the s am e. 

Bhdaya. 

There is the GrhmyiedMya sacrifice ; in regard to which we ha,ve under- 
stood that it is a distinct sacrifice by itself. — In conneetioii with this sacrifice, 
it is declared that ‘ One makes an offering to ' Agni-Siylstakrt 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Does, or does not, the specific 
mention of the "^ Svistakrt' only preclude all other details relating to 
Mem/nanis as sIbo the W 

Objection (to the question) — “ In as much as the GrhamMMya is a 
distinct sacrifice by itself, there can be no Eating of Bemnants at it [as such 
Eating could come in from the Archetype only by virtue of the General Law^] ”, 
Anstver — This discussion is a hypothetical one, on the assumption (taken 
for granted for argument’s sake) that the GrhamMMya is not a distinct sacrifice 
[it is based entirely upon an Archetype]. — ^In fact, wdiat w^e are considering is 
the purpose served by the preceding Adhikaranai — ^That is, if there were 
preclusion, by the text in question, of the other details relating to the Eatings 
of Remnants, then the Ajyahhdga-o^^vmgs would preclude only the sacrificial 
offerings, no tiling else. Hence it becomes necessary to find out if the specific 
mention of the Svistahrt precludes, or not, the Eatings of Re77mants. 

The apparent answer to the question raised is that wfiien the Svistakrt 
has been specifically mentioned, then the Eatings of Remnants do become 
precluded. — ^Why — Because the conditions are the same ; — the conditions 
relating to the Smsfakrt-ofiering and the Eatings are similar, — both serving 
the purpose of embellisliing the Remnants ; [and as such both should be 
absent at the but of these, the Svisiakrt-ofioTmg has been 

specifically mentioned (as to be offered at the sacrifice); — ^hence this one 
e.mbellishment only of the Remnants should be there, not any others ; and 
hence the become precluded, 

SUTRA (36). 

[Parva^paksm's argument against SiddJidnta } — Iisr fact, thebe can be 
NO PBECLUSION, — BECAUSE IT IS ACTUALLY SEEN MENTIONED 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE IdA.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘“Just as, on the specific mention of the Svistakrt, and on the other 
details relating to remnants not being found so mentioned, it is understood 
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that there shotild foe no Eatmgs,— exactly in the same manner, on seeing 
that the Eating is actually mentioned, it should foe understood that the Earwig 
should foe there. When there is a conflict between ( Assertion) and 

non-Mention (Non -assertion), greater authority attaches to the ( Asser- 

tion). — 'Where is the Eating found mentioned ? ’ — ^In the text ^Mdmupahva- 
yati \ where ‘ Upahvdna \ stands for permission ; and this is possible only when 
there is to be Eating, not when there is no Eating,— -ELence there can foe no 
preclusion of the 

SUTEA (37). 

Iphgection answered by Siddhantin]— As A matteb ob fact, thebe must 

BE BB.ECLUSION ; BECAUSE IT IS EOUBD TO BE PBECLUBED BY 
AH IhJUHCTIOK. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there must be preclusion ; when conditions a>re equal, 
what is inferred (merely indicated by the General Law) is set aside by what 
is directly laid down. 

As for the ' seeing ’ that has been cited, it must pertain to that Eating 
which is preceded (sanctioned) by Injunction. The declaration is in the 
following form — ‘ Atha iddmevdvadyati, na prdshitramupahuya prdshnanti ’ 
['He slices the Ida; they do not obtain the Prashitra’s permission before 
they eat ’] — [where it is clear that there is no Eating by the Prdshitra], 

It is not necessary for us to find out and explain the purpose of the 
present AdMhararia, which is purely hypothetical. In fact, it only shows 
the purpose that is served by the preceding AdhiJcarana ; and the purpose 
of this purpose need not be explained. What is to be actually done has 
been already explained in the previous AdhiJcarana, 


Adhikarana ( 12 ) : The "‘Prayamya' and the ' Atiihya^ 
shotdd end respectively with the ^ Shamyu ’ and 
the ^ Ida \ 

SUTRA (38). 

[PORVAPAKSA] — ''In. THE MATTER OF ENDING WITH THE ' ShAMYU 

AND THE 'Ida’, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION; AS OTHERWISE, 

THE PROHIBITION OF THE ‘ PaTNYANUYIJA ’ WOULD 
BE meaningless”. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the JyotistoTna, we read — (a) ‘ Shamyvanid prdyanlyd 
sanUstkate, na patmJi samydjayanti^ The Prdyamyd becomes complete 
when ending with the Shamyu ; — ^they do not make the wives of£er the- 
sacrifice’] -(6) ^ Iddntd dtithyd santistkate, ndnuydjau yajanti ’ ['The Atithyd 
becomes complete when ending with the Ida ; — ^they do not perform the' 
Anuydjas ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question, — (b) Is it meant that the 
Prdyanlyd may be regarded as complete, either with all the Terminuses duly 
performed, or with the Shamyu only ? Or that it must always end with the 
Shamyu ? — (6) Similarly, may the Atithyd be regarded as complete either 
with all the Terminuses duly performed, or with the Ida only ? — Or 
must it always end with the Ida ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ In the matter of ending with the 
Shamyu and the Ida, there should be option; — ^why ? — ^because there is 
prohibition of Patnyanuydja, — ^There is the clear declaration to the effect 
that ' the Praya^iya becomes complete when ending with the Shamyu ’ ; 
then there is the other declaration to the effect that ‘ thej^ do not make 
the wives offer the sacrifice ’. If the Prayanlyd must always end with the 
Shamyu, then the prohibition of the Pcttnyanuydja would be meaningless. 
Hence tliis prohibition of the Patnyanuydja should be taken as laying down 
the completing of all the Terminuses.— How so ? — ^At the Prdyamyd, they 
do not perform the Patmsamydja alone, and nothing else ; — similarly at the 
Atithyd, they do not perform the Anuydjas alone, and nothing else. Hence 
the two (prohibitive) texts should be taken as distinct sentences precluding 
those details that should not b© performed. [Hence, the performance 
where these details are omitted forms one option; and that in which they 
are not omitted forms another option] ”, 
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■ ■ ■ SUTEA (39).,."', 

{SiBBH&TA]-— In beauty, it is only a BESCBIPTION of the EXISTINCt 
■ STATE .OF/. THINGS THE ACT. IS NOT WHAT IS BNJOINEB , 

■ BY THE .TEXT. 

BMsya. 

It is not right that there should be option; in fact, there is only one 
alternative, that it should end with the Shamyu ; as there is a specific declara,- 
tion to that effect, there can be no second alternative ; there is no declaration 
of any such other alternative. The prohibition of the Patnyanuydja cannot be 
taken as laying down the completion of all the Terminuses; it is, in fact, 
only the description of an existing state of things; it describes things as 
they exist ; just like the statement that ‘ Fire is not to be installed in the 
sky or in heaven’. Thus the two sentences — ‘The Prdyamyd becomes 
complete with the Shamyu'' and ‘They do not make the wives offer the 
sacrifices’ — are to be construed and Syntactically CWnected with one 
another. — Similarly also with the two sentences— ‘ The Atithyd becomes 
complete with the Ida and ‘ They do not offer the Anuydjas ’. — The pmpose 
served by the description is that the course of action laid down becomes 
eulogised with very Httle effort. 

“ There is the proMbitive text, which may be taken as laying down the 
completion of all the terminuses.” 

This would involve an assumption for which there is no justification 
in the Veda ; and such an assumption would be as wrong as the abandoning 
and ignoring of what has been actually laid down in the Veda. 

From all this it follows that the Prdyamyd must end with the Shamyu 
and the Atithyd must end with the Ida, 



Adhik ARANA (13) : The '' Prdyanlya ’ should end ivith the 
first ‘ Shamyu ^ ; and the ' Atithyd^ should end with 
the first ^ Ida 

SUTRA (40). 

[PObVAPAKSA] — “ By REASON OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROHIBI- 
TIVE TEXT, THE PROHIBITION SHOULD PERTAIN TO WHAT 
COMES AFTER THE SECOND.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

The same texts form the subject-matter of the present AdliiJcctmyui— 
(a) ' ShmnvcMitdprdymuyd santi0iate,---^ia patmh samyd jay anti" [‘The Pray a j 
7 uyd becomes complete, ending with Shamyu they do not make the wives 
offer sacrifices ’] ; — (6) ‘ Iddntd dtithyd aantisthate , — namM^djan yajati ’ [‘ The 
AtUhyd becomes complete, ending with Ida ; — they do not offer the 
Anuydjas"], — There are two Shamyus and two IdcLs*.— The question that 
arises is — (a) When the Prdyamyd ‘ ends with Shamyu \ does it end with the 
first Shamyu or with the second 1 — Similarly, (h) when the Atithyd tends 
with Idd % does it end with the Ida, or with the second ? 

The apparent conclusion is that the sacrifices should end with the first 
Shamyu and the first Ida w^hy ? — because when one finishes the sacrifices 
with the first Shamyu and the first Ida, he duly obeys the injunction of the 
Veda (that the sacrifice should ‘ end with Shamyu" or ‘end with Jdd] ; 
and when once the Vedic injunction has been duly obeyed, w-hy should one 
perform any subsequent details ? 

Against tliis, there is the following view [Purvapaksa (A)] — “When 
one finishes the sacrifices wdth the second Shamyu and the second Ida, 
then also he obeys the Vedic injunction. S\ich being tJie case, if one w^ere 
always to end with thBfi/rst ones [never adopting the other course of ending 
with the second ones], it would mean that he does not quite eomx3rehend 
the meaning of the text ; in fact, we shall be rightly comprehending the 
meaning of the text if we take it as declaring that the ending could also be 
done with the second Shamyu daaA the second Ida. — Thus then, if one finishes 
the sacrifices with hoth. Shamyus and both Idas, he derives great benefit. 
Hence we conclude that there should be no restriction, — the finisliing may be 
done wfith the or wdth the second 

As against all this, we have the following view [Purvapaksa (.B)] — 
The ending should be with the eeco?i4 Shamyu and the second Ida; — 
why? — ^l^ecause of the effectivemss of the prohibitive text; i.e, it is only in 
that ease that the Prohibition of the or of the Anuydja coiild 

have any sense ; if the ending of the Prdyamyd were not done wdth the 
second Shamyu, there would be no likelihood of the Patnlsamydja being per- 
formed ; similarly, if the ending of th.e Atithyd were done with the second 
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/^ri, there would be no likelihood of the being performed; [so that 
in this case the prohibitive texts would be prohibiting what is not possible ; 
hence they would be meaningless] ; from this it follows that the sacrifices 
should be finished with the second Shamyu and the second Md—Ohjectiorir--" It 
has been already explained that the prohibitive text contains only a descrip- 
tion of the existing state of things/— -Such interpretation of the 
texts is not justifiable, so long as there is any other way of taking them; 
hence the ending would never be done with tine first or the 

—Objection — ‘ What you urge in the shape of the prohibitive text is a mere 
indication ; a mere indicative however proves nothing ; you should point to 
some reason — Answer — ^The reason is as follows : — So long as there is no 
specification, any detailed performance that ends with the Shamyu should be 
regarded as ‘ending with. Shamyu" ; similarly with the term ‘ending with 
jda " ; — all that the injunctions lay down is that the detailed performance 
should ‘end with. Shamyu", or ‘with — ^when such is the injunction, 

it precludes all other details (besides the Shamyu or the Ida), — ‘ How ? ’ — 
When the detailed performance has been laid down as ending with the 
Shamyu, or with the Ida,— and the performance is actually done in tins 
manner, there is no need for the other details ;■ — ^when not needed, they 
cannot be taken as eomiected with the performances ; — consequently, it follows 
that there is no likelihood of their being adopted. — Objection^' If sixch be 
the case, then the ending with the first Shamyu, or with the first Ida, accom- 
plishes nothing more (than what would be accomplished by the ending with 
the second) ", — Answer-^Them is no force in this objection ; a sentence need 
not be taken as serving a distinct purpose simply with a view to save it 
from being useless ; it is enough that the sentence lays down the ending with 
the second, — ^From all this it follows that the sacrifices should end with the 
second Shamyu and the second Ida,"" 

SUTRA (41). 

■[SlBDHlNTA]— I n as MUCH AS THE EIEST ONE BECOMES ADMISSIBLE 
(EIEST), ON THE BASIS OF DiEBCT DECLARATION, THERE 
SHOULD BE REJECTION (OF THE SECOND). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the sacrifices should end with the second Shamyu, 
-or with the second Ida ; they should, in fact, end with the ones.— Why 

— The text does not enjoin the detailed performance ending with the 
Shamyu, or that ending with the Ida; all that is enjoined is the ending 
of the sacrifices, — ^the sense being that ‘ the sacrifice should end with the 
Shainyu, or with the Ida ’ ; that is, when the performance has begun, it 
■should end with the ShamyUy ov with the Ida ; it does not mean that tlie 
performance should hegin; a performance is spoken of as ‘ending’ only 
when the performers have been there actually going on with it ; — so that 
there being nothing to show with what — ^the first or the second ones, — the 
performance should begin,— the performance could not begin either with the 
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ones or witli second ones ;— as for the ‘ ending ’ that has been 
enjoined, it beoGines accomplished as soon as one has got at the first 
or the first Ida— ~[so that there can be no need for proceeding any further to 
the second ones]. — As for the prohibition, it has been already explained as 
being a description of the existing state of things, 

SUTRA (42). 

In as MITCH AS THE PBOHIBITWE TEXT SPEAKS OP ' HtTRRY IT CANNOT 
HATE ROOM ANYWHERE ELSE. 

BJidsya. 

For the following reason also the performance siionld not proceed after 
the first Sliamyu or the first Ida, — "‘For what reason ? — ^The prohibitive 
text quoted is foxmd to be accompanied by ‘ hurry — “How so ? ’’—The 
passages in question stand thus — (A) ‘ The Devas and the A suras approached 
Truth ; the Devas got half of the Truth, and the Asuras got the other half ; 
the Truth, being expounded by the Asi^ms, went over to the Devas; they 
offered the Prdyamya sacrifice, it ended witlci Bliamyu ; the Asuras came 
to the sacrifice ; hence they value hurry in the matter of sacrificial per- 
formances and make it end with Shamyu^ ; — -(B) — ‘They performed the 
Atithyd, which ended with the Ida ; then the Asuras came to the sacrifice ; 
hence they value hurry at the performance and make it end with Jdd 
When people are in ‘hurry’, they adopt what comes first, and do not wait 
for what comes later. Thus there can be no other room for the Prohibition ; 
from which it follows that the performance should not be proceeded with 
after the first Simmy u or thej^r^^ Ida, 


Adkikaeana (14) : The text ‘ Sadupasada upasadyante ’ 
lays down distinct ‘ Upasads 

SUTRA (43). 

[PCbvapaksa (A)] — “In begaed to the Upasads what has been 

SPECIEIBD SHODX.D NOT BE PBBEOBMBD.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with which we read — 
‘ ^adupasada upasddyante ’ [‘ The six Upasads are performed ’] ; in reference 
to these Upasads, it hm been declared that ‘They are without the Praydjas 
Q,nd without the Anuyajas \ 

In regard to these texts, there arises the following question — Does the 
text mean that {a) that much of the Upasads should be omitted as has been 
prohibited (by the text), and the rest of it all should be performed ?-r-or 
that (6) that much should be done as is enjoined by the text in question, and 
all the rest omitted ’-—or that (c) the Upasads herein laid down are entirely 
different acts t 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follow’s : — “In regard to the Upasads, what 
has been specified should not he performed; the text ‘without Praydjas and 
without Anuydjas ’ has its purpose served by proliibiting the Praydjas and 
the Anuydjas, and hence it does not preclude all the rest of the original 
Upasads, which come in under the General Law ; and hence all the original 
Upasads should be performed without any distinction [save that the Praydjas 
and *the are to be omitted].” 

SUTRA (44). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (B)] — By the SPECmCATION OP THE PABTIGHLAR 

ACCESSORY DETAIL RELATING TO THE ' SrIJYA ALL THE REST 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PRECLUDED.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not right that, leaving aside the Praydjas and the Anuydjas tliut 
have been xu’ohibited by the text in question, all the rest of the origin;) i 
Upasads should be performed in fact, that much alone should be done* 
as has been enjoined in the text (‘ Pour the d’gMm-oblations witfi tlu‘ 
Sruva ') ; what the text enjoins is the ‘ Pouiing of the A^Adm-obiatioiis with 
the Sruva’, — this offering, thus enjoined, precludes everything else; tiu> 
‘ ofiering of the Aghara-oblations with the Sruva ’ herein laid down is exactly 
the same as the original ofiering ; and hence when the same is reiterated 
without the addition of any the least detail in the text in question, it means 
that all the rest becomes precluded.” 
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SUTEA (45). 

{Mefutation of Pmmpaksa (B) by Purvapahsin {A)] — '' & mcTj nothing 

IS PEOHIBITED ; AS IT IS- A COUNTEE-EXOEPTION FOLLOWING 
UPON A PEOHIBITION/’ 

Bhasyci, 

“'It is not right that that alone should be done which is enjoined in the 
text, and nothing else should be done ; in fact, everything should : be 
done, except what has been prohibited. What has been declared is that 
‘ they are to be tvithotit Praydjas and without Aoitiydjas ’ ; this text, having 
l^rohibited these Praydjas and Anuydjas, has its ]3iirpose entirely served, and 
hence it,, cannot preclude anything else. — ^The oppon,ent has urged that / the 
offering of the ohlation with the Sriwa has been enjoined without any qiialifica- 
tlons h— But .this is a. naere counter-exception, and it does not preciude: 
any tiling. The full passage stands thus : " One should not pour any oblation 
beforehand.; if one offers an oblation beforehand, he should make another 
mouth; he shotdd pour the Aghdra ohlation with the Srmaf ; what tliis means 
is that * one should not pom any oblation beforehand— ’Le. before the 
archetypal libations ’ ; these libations, beginning with the Aghdra^ are the 
mouth of all sacrifices ; if therefore one should ofier any such offering relating 
to the Upasads as the Agni and the rest, he should make another mouth 
for it; — he should pour the Aghdra-ohlation with the Sruva\ — ^Hence 
we find that, having referred to the possibility of the ofering of all the 
oblations save the Aghdra and the rest, the last sentence sets forth the counter- 
exception and reiterates that the Aghdra-dblation must be offered ; the mean- 
ing being that ‘ he does nothing else, except the offering of the Aghdra^ 
and it is not that he does not oSer the Aghdra \ — Thus we find that there 
is no preclusion of an 3 rfching ; so that, with the sole exception of what has 
been proiiibited, everything else should be done.” 

SUTRA (46). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, thebe is no pebfoemance of the best of the 

SACBIFICE ; AS 'THE PBINCIPAL DEITY IS ONE TO WHOM NO 
OFFEEING IS TO BE MADE. 

Blidsya, 

In fact, the Upasads laid down in the text in question [‘The six Upasads 
should be perfoimed’J are entii'ely distinct acts; so that there is to b© no 
performance of the rest of the Archetypal Upasads ; and all that the second 
sentence — ' They are without Praydjas and without Anuydjas ’ — does is 
to describe the existing state of things. — There is the following passage 
wiiich lays down that the principal deity is one to whom no offering is to be , 
made^ and then goes on to lay down other important duties : — ‘ One should not 
offer any’ oblations before the one to Agni being the mouth ’ ; — Shaving 

38 
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said tlois, it goes on-— ‘ if one ofers any other oblations beforehand, relating 
to the Ectype, he wonld be making b, mouth other than Agni, — ^while Agni 
is the real mouth;— he pours the -oblations with the Sruva ; he 

does not make any offerings to any other deity— to Agni, Anlka, Soma, 
Shalya or This sentence, thus having all its needs fulhiled 

by the laying down oi tlm Aghwra, does not become connected with any of 
the details of the Archetypal (original) Upasads ; wliich means that all the 
principal deities of the originar which would come in (under the 

General Law) as the recipients of offerings, become declared— by the words 
‘ he makes no offerings to any other ’ — ^to be such as no offerings can be made 
to them ; so that at the Upasads (laid down as distinct acts), it is Ag^ti 
alone to whom the first offerings are made. 


ABHiKARAisrA (15) : The text ^ V&runenmhalcapMerm, ^ 
lays down a distinct ^ Avahhftha ^. 

StJTEA (47). 

[PUEYAPAKSA (A)] — “ In COTOEOTION WITH THE ' AvABHETHA THE 
: ^ GEASS ' HAVING BEEN POEBIDDEN, ALL THE BEST OF 

THE BITE SHOTJLB BE PEBFOBMED/' 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the JyoUstoma, there is the A^abhrilia-xite, laid down 
in the text- — ‘ Vdruntnaihakapdlendvahhrtliamahliya/inymiti ’ [‘ They proceed 
to the Avahhftha hj offering to Famna, the cake baked tipon one pan’] ; 
in connection with this Avahhrtha, there is a declaration to the effect that 
‘ He offers the Fmydjas without Kusha-grass ; he offers the Anuydjas without 
Kusha grass ■ 

In regal'd to this, there arises the question-— At the Ainhhrtha hmein 
laid down^ — (a) is every detail to be done in the same manner as at the original 
Avahhrtha of the Jyotistoma, — with the sole exception that Kusha-grass, 'whieh 
has been prohibited, should not be used ?— Or (h) does the text preclude 
all other details of the original Avahhrtha, with the exception of the two 
Ajyahhdgas ? — Or (c) is this Avahhrtha entirely distinct (from the original 
Avahhrtha) t 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows Saving the use of the Kusha- 
grass, all the rest of the Rite should he performed, — Why ’—Because the 
grass has been prohibited; the text ‘He performs the Amiydjas without 
Kmha-^*Q,B^ ’ has its purposes served hy proMbiting the use of Kusha-grms ; 
and as such, it camiot exclude anytliing else coming in by virtue of the 
General Law ; and all the rest of the Rite should be performed. — ^It might 
be argued that ‘ there is the declaration to the effect that one offers the two 
Afyahhdgas, which serve to preclude all the rest of the Rite — ^But, as a 
matter of fact, the said declaration of tliQ Ajyahhdga-o^evkigB has been taken 
to be for the purpose of laying down an additional accessory detail by the 
te'x.t ^ Apsumantdvdfyahhdgau\^^ 

StJTRA (48); 

[PdBVAPAKSA (B)] — IhASMHOH -AS AN ACGESSOBy DETAIL OF THE AjYA- 

BHlGAS HAS BEEN LAID DOWN,: THEBE SHOULD BE PEECLHSIOH 
OF EVEBYTHTNG ELSE.” 

BMsya, 

“It is not right that the '.rest of .the Rite should be performed; as a 
matter of fact, there should he preclusion of everything else, — Why ? — ^Because 
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the Ajyabhdgas have been spoken of in the. text ^Apmmanidvdjy^ \ — 

It has been already pointed out that this text is for the pitrpose of laying 
down the additional detail in the shape of apsumat ^.—Thsjt is not possible, 
we reply. The presence of the apsumat is already indicated by the indicative 
text and by the order of sequence, in connection with the following passage— 
^ Apsvagne sadhistava, apsu me somohravU^ ; through the presence of these 
two mantras, the Agyahlmgas are already equipped with ‘ apsu ’ ; and as this 
text speaks of no accessory details, it should be taken as preeliisiv© of all 
other accessory details. — ^As regards the text, ‘He offers the Fraydjas 
without Kusha-grass, he oilers the Anuydjas without Kusha-grass -this 
vrould be taken as laying down the Praydjas and Anuydjas previously pre- 
cluded by the other text. Hence there should be preclusion of the other 
accessory details.*' 

SUTRA (49). 

[Befutation of Purmpaksa {B) by Purvapaksin (^)] — ‘‘But xnasmucii 

AS THE PROHIBITION IS OF ONLY A PAHT OF THE PBAYAJAS, IT 
CANNOT BE A SUPPLEMENTARY SENTENCE ; HENCE IT 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A DESCRIPTION OF THE 
EXISTma STATE OF THINGS.'' 

Blidsya, 

The term ‘ ’ (* but ’) impHes the rejection of the view set forth above. 

“It is not right that there should be preclusion ; as it has been already 
explained that preclusion is always beset with three incongruities.— Further, 
the words ‘ He o:Sers the Prayajas without Kusha * cannot be treated as a 
‘ supplementary sentence ’♦ If the sentence is taken as containing the 
injunction of the ojfering of Praydjas p Praydjdn yajati^), then it should be 
possible to perform the Praydjas with Kusha also ; and in that case the term 
‘ apavarhisah \ ‘ without Kusha would be inconsistent. On the other 
hand, if the sentence is taken as containing only the prohibition of Kusha, 
then there would be no injunction of the performance of the Praydjas ; — 
and in that case, the said prohibition would be meaningless. — If, then, the 
sentence were taken as predicating both (the injunction of the performance 
of Praydjas, as also the prohibition of this would involve syntactical 

split. Nor can the sentence be taken as merely supplementary ; as it is a. 
single sentence. — -From all this it follows that there cannot be preclusion of 
the rest of the Rite.” 

SUTRA (50). 

[SiDDHINTAJ^ThE MENTION OF’ THE ‘ IjYABHlGAS ' SHOULD BE TAKEN.' 

, AS THE DESOEEPTION: OF AN EXISTING STATE OF THmGS,— Ag: m 
;THE'''(mSE' OF 'THE '-'GRHAMSDHlYAh.: , 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the Avahhrtha in question is a distinct act ; it should be treated 
in the same manner as the Qrhamedhiya above (under Su. 10. 7. 24 et seq,); 
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- — the act being construed along (and syntactically connected) with the directly* 
dedmiQd Ajyah'hdgm — ^and ' thereby having all its needs fnlfilled, it cannot 
be connected %vith any other , accessories related to the original (archety;)al) 
sacrifice.— The conclusion thus is that the Avahhrtha in question is a distinct 
act. 



Adhikabana (16) : At the ' Vdjapeya ’ and other sacrifices, 
the Post should always he of ‘ Khadira ’ wood. 

SUTRA (51). 

When fbom among several mitthally incompatible things, one is 

SPECIALLY MENTIONED, THEBE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION ; AS 
THUS ALONE DOES THE MENTION SERVE A HSEEXJL PURPOSE ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE PARTICULAR THING HAS 
BEEN SPECmED BY THE VeDIC TEXTS ; — JUST 
AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ Reeds 

Ehasya. 

There is the Vdjapeya sacrifice, laid down in the text — ‘ Sharadi mja- 
peyena svdrdjyaMmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring self-sovereignty, one should perform 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice dnring the autumn.’]; — -in • connection with this 
sacrifice, we read— ‘ The Post shall be of Khadira wood’. 

(A) In regard to this, there arises the question— Can the Post at the 
Vdjapeya be made of any of the three Idnds of wood, Khadira, Paldsha, and 
Eohitaka (which are the three laid down as optional alternatives in connection 
with the Jyoti§toma, which is the archetype of the Vdjapeya) ? — Or must 
it be of iO'iadfm-wood only ? 

(B) Similarly, in another connection, we read — ‘ Brhat is the Samian 
used ’ ; — and in regard to this, there arises the question — ^Blay the Sdnian 
used be either Brhat or Bathantara ? Or must it be Brhat only ? 

(C) Similarly, in connection with the Traidhatavyd, we read — ‘ The 
middle one is made of barley ’ ; and in regard to this, there arises the question 
— Can the middle one be made either of Barley or Vrthi ? Or must it be 
of barley alone ? 

To all these questions, the natural answer is as follows: — When, from 
among several mutually incompatible things, any one is specially mentioned, 
there should be restriction ; that is, (a) The Post should be of Khadim^wood 
only, — (b) the Sdman should he the Brhat only , — and (c) the middle one should 
be of Barley only.— “Why?” — As thus alone does the sjiecial mention serve 
a useful purpose ; that it is only when there is such restriction that the special 
mention of the Khadira, Vhe Brhat und the Barley has some sense ; otherwise, 
it would be a mere reiteration of what is already known, and as such, super- 
fluous. Inasmuch as the Khadira, the Brhat and the Barley have been 
specified by the Vedic texts, they must exclude the other possible alternatives, 
(a) Paldsha and Eohitaka, (6) Bathantara, and (c) Vrihi ; — just as in the 
case of ‘ Eeeds ’ ; that is, when we have the specific mention of Beads in the 
text ‘ The grass consists of Reeds Kusha becomes excluded ; so should it 
be in the case in question also. 
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SOTRA (52). 

{Pwvapahsin's objection against the Siddhdnta ] — ‘'Inasmuch as both 

HAVE 'been INBICATEB, IT SHOULD NOT BE SO — IE THIS IS ■ 
UEOED [then the answer is as in the next Sntml. 

Bhdsya, 

You (Fm'vapaksin) may raise the following objection — “The General 
Law indicates the admissibility of both the alternatives, — Khadim and 
PalMlia,^ Brimt and Eathantara, the Barley and YriM ; both being thus equally 
indicated by the General Law, what is there that can exclude the Paldsha 
and other alternatives ? The mention of the Khadira cannot preclude the 
other alternatives ; because preclusion, as already explained, is beset with 
three incongruities. Hence it follows that there should be no restriction, 
there should be option.’* 

SUTRA (53). 

[Objection against the PUrvapaksin’s argiimenfi} — If that be so, then, 

THE SAME SHOULD BE THE CASE WITH THE ‘ ReEDS ’ ALSO. 

Bhdsya, 

If you argue that — “ inasmuch as both the alternatives are indicated, 
both should be equally admissible,” then, in the case of the * Reeds ’ also, 
though they are special mentioned, the Kusha should not be excluded. — 
To this argument of the Siddhdntin, the opponent supplies an answer in the 
following Sutra, ^ 

SUTRA (54), 

[PuTvapaksin^s answer to the SiddhdnthYs objeciionl — “In the case of 

THE Reeds, it w^ould be so because what is incompatible 

CANNOT BE ADOPTED.” 

Bhdsya, 

If you think that the reasoning put forward by us applies to the case of 
the Reeds also and thereby makes that also open to the same objection, — 
then our answer is that there would be no objection to the case of the 
Reeds; as in that case it tmmld he so, i.e. KusJia would become excluded ; 
why ? — because what is incompatible cannot he adopted ; i.e. when the Reeds 
have been taken up, it is not possible for the Kusha to be taken up, as the 
latter is not compatible with the Reeds ; hence it is only right that the 
JvwsAa should be excluded.” 
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suTRA/(55)/ ; . 

{Objection to the Purvapaksa] — ^The same should habpeh ih the 

OTHEE CASE ALSO. 

Bhdsya. 

The same should happen in the other case also;—LQ. in tlie case of the 
Khadira and the rest also (which are mutually incompatible) ; when one 
(e.g. the Khadira) has been adopted, the Paldsha the rest, which are 
incompatible with the Khadira, cannot be adopted; and hence they would 
naturally become excluded [which is just what the Biddhdnta is]. 

StJTEA (56). 

{PuTvapahsin^ s answer to the objection'\~^ Ih that case the Declaea- 

TioH WOULD BE EUTiLE — ^lE THIS IS UEGED [then the answer 
is as given in the next 

Bhdsya, 

“ If you think that the Paldsha and the rest would become excluded 
on account of the adoption of what is incompatible with them,-— then, in 
that case the injunctive declaration (in the form of the General, Law that the 
Ectype is to be performed in the same manner as the Archetype) would be 
futile; because the General Law makes the Paldsha and the rest also 
admissible ; in fact, it applies equally to the Khadira, etc. and to the Paldsha 
and the rest. This has been made clear under Sutras 10. 7, 30-31. — It caimot 
be argued that—* The declaration of the entire procedure becomes connected 
with the Khadira, etc. and thereby restricts the use to these ; being declared 
by the declaration of procedure, the Khadira betakes itself, in due course, 
to the Animal-sacrifice it will not be right to argue thus, because, as a mattc^r 
of fact, the declaration of the entire sacrificial procedure would affect the 
sacrifices qualified by some kind of wood; and in this connection, the 
Paldsha and the rest all become admissible under the General Law, and 
hence cannot be excluded by the Khadira, etc. — ^Frorn all this it follows that 
there should be option,'''' 

SUTRA (57). 

{Refutation of the Purvapaksa] — Inasmuch as the adoption of thi: 

THINa iS FOB A' DEFINITE PUBPOSE, BOTH CANNOT BE ACCEPTED 
AS ADOPTABLE. 

Bhdsya, 

When the declaration of procedure becomes connected with the directh'- 
enjoined Khadira, it does restrict the use to that wood ; and the declara- 
tion having its needs supplied by that connection, there could be no room 
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•for til© coimiig in of the Paldsha ; Hence wHat is included in the declaration 
of procedure is the sacrifice as qualified by the Khadira, not m qualified^ by 
■the PaMsha ; nnd consequently it is the alone that can come in, 

not the Paldsha, 

Similarly with the Brhat and the Barley, [Restriction to {a) 
Khadira, (6) Brhat, and (c) Barley is the Siddhcmta view ; hence ‘ mthan- 
tare ^ is a wi’ong reading for ‘ brhati \] 

From all this it follows that the use is to be restricted to the (a) Khadira, 
(b) the Brhat, Soxid (c) the Baydey, — and these cannot be treated as optional 
alternatives with (a) Paldsha, (6) Rathayitara, and (c) VrlhL 



Adhikaeana (17) : Ati the ‘'Prospective^ sacrifices, the 
Substame and the Deity of the original Archetype 
heccnne excluded. 

SUTRA (58). 

Inasmuch as all ACCBSsoity details aeb meant to serve a deeinite 

PTJEPOSE, ANY ONE OE THEM CAN BE ADMITTED ONLY WHEN 
A COBBBSPONDING ACCBSSOEY IS NOT ALREADY THERE. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain ‘ prospective sacrifices ’ laid down in such texts as — 
* Desiring effulgence, one should offer a cake baked on eight pans, dedicated 
to Agni \ — ' Desiring Brahmic glory, one should offer a cake of Shymnalca 
corn, baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-JSonia \ — ‘ Desiring oftspring, 
one should offer a cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Indra \ 

In regard to all such sacrifices, there arises the question — Are the 
(archetypal) Substance and Deity that would come into these sacrifices by 
virtue of the General Law, to be excluded ? Or not excluded ? 

The Siddhdnta on this question is as follows : — ^As a matter of fact, 
whenever such sacrifices are enjoined, they are enjoined along with their 
own Substance and Deity ; while the General Law comes in at a much later 
stage ; so that the Substance and the Deity that become admitted to the 
sacrifices along with their own injunctions, are such as are not included under 
the General Law at all. Consequently, the need for a Substance and a Deity 
being already thus satisfied, the sacrifice does not require any other such 
accessories ; and hence the General Law, under the circumstances, would indi- 
cate the admissibility of accessories other than the said Bubstanee and the 
Deity. So that what has been declared under Butra 10. 7. 30,— that that 
alone is adopted which has not already come in — stands vindicated. 

SUTRA (59). 

[Furvapaksa argument agamst SiddMnta ^ — ‘‘It w'OirLD be ak abbi- 

TioNAB (accessoby) THIS IS TTEGEB (then til© aiiswer 

is as in the next Sutra), 

Bhdsya. 

“If your view is that the Substance and the Deity having been laid, 
down by the direct injunction,; the General Law would indicate the admis- 
sibility of accessories other than those,- — then, that is not so ; as a matter 
of fact, it ivouM be an additional accessory. It has been explained tinder 
Sutra 10. 7. 31. that the General Law applies equally to all accessories, — it 
does not stand in need of any thing, ^ — all that it requires is the method due 
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to tlie tMng ; from follows' that in the case' in question, the Genera! 

Law indicates the admissibility of the (archetypal)' Substance and Deity 
also ;' and when it is so indicated, then,, on the basis of such declaration, tho 
accessory thus indicated should be in addition to that , enjoined by the 
injunction ; one set of S-ubstance and Deity being directly enjoined by a 
text, and the other being indicated by the General Law.” 

StJTRA (60). 

{Answer ] — so ; as thebE' is no need bob it. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that the additional accessory should be brought in.— 
“ Why ? Because there is no need for U ; i.e. there is no useful purpose 
that could be served by the additional accessory. — ^It is true that the 
Substance and Deity indicated by the General Law are not precluded by tlie 
direct injunction (of another Substance and Deity) ; but such accessories are 
wanted, not for their own sake, but for the sake of something else,-^i.e. for the 
due fulfilment of the act of sacrifice now this act of sacrifice is fomid to 
be declared as to be accomplished by means of one Substance and one Deity, 
—in the text ‘ Desiring effulgence, one should offer the cake baked on eight 
pans, dedicated to Agni\ and so forth. Under the circiimstances, if it 
were assimied that it stands in need of the help (of another Substance and 
Deity), this would be contrary to the said injunction. When too the sacrifice 
has been accomplished by means of the Substance and Deity directly enjoined, 
there can be no use for any other Substance and Deity that could be 
indicated by the General Law ; so that, even though declared in this manner, 
they cannot be used, as the purpose will have been already served. 



Adkikaba]5'a (18) : At the animal-sacrifice to 8oma-Pusan, 
the Post shall be of Khadira wood only. 

StJTRA (61). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Where one accessory is enjoined in the modified 

FORM, THE ARCHBTYPAl. ACCESSORY CANNOT COME IN ; IF IT 
CODED COME IN, THEN THERE WOT3ED BE AN 
XnSfRBASONABLB OPTION. 

Bhasya. 

la coaaeetioa with a certain sacrifiee, we read— ‘ The Post is to be of 
■Udumbara wood 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is the wood used, at 
the Archetype for the making of the Post excluded from this sacrifice ? Or 
is it included ? 

The view that presents itself (as the Siddhdnta) is as follows: — When 
one accessory (Post)—' one accessory i.e. the accessory that is meant for 
the same purpose as the Khadira and other kinds of wood, — is enjoined 
in the modified form^ — ^that it should be of Udumbara wood, — ^then the 
archetypal accessory— i.e. the Khadira and other woods — cannot corns in ; 
just as, in the preceding AdHharana, there was exclusion of the Archetypal 
Substance and Deity, similarly in the present case also, there should be 
exclusion of the wood used for the Post at the archetype. 

In case the archetypal accessory did come in, this would mean an 
■option between two alternatives separately laid down, — one enjoined by the 
Direct Injunction and the other indicated by the General Law ; — and this 
would not be right. For this reason also the archetypal accessory cannot 
come in. 


SUTRA (62). 

'[Purvapaksa objection against Siddhdnta } — All that is laid lowis 
(should be adopted) — IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer is as in the next 

Bhasya. 

" If you tMnk that option wauld be open to objection, then let there be 
combination (of both the woods) the animal may be tied to both the Posts 
(one of Udumbara and the other of AAadfm) such a course would be in 
due accordance with the General Law.” 
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SUTRA (63). 

[SiddMntin's answer}— Tmat ca^otot be'; as it is wr JjAid bowist ik" 

CONNEOTION WITH THE AbOHETYPB. 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be as suggested. As a matter of fact, what the Direct Injunc- 
tion lays down is tying to tlie Post made of Udumhara wood only ; similarly' 
in connection with the Archetype- what is laid down is tying to the Post 
made of Khadira wood only , — the text being ‘ KhdcUre badhndti ’ (* Ties to^ 
the Post made of Khadira *). — ^In support of the view that the tying is to^ 
be done to the Post mad© of both kinds of wood, there is neither any Direct 
Injimction, nor the text relating to the Archetype. So that there is no 
authority for the combination of both. Hence we conclude that the wood of 
wliich the Post is mad© at the Archetype becomes excluded from the 
sacrifice in question. 



Adhikakana (19) : Per sons desiring Brahmic Glory should 
offer Vrlhi-corn only. 

SUTEA (64). 

'[PaHVAPAKSA]— ' At. THE BCTYPAIi, SACEmCE, THERE SHALL BE HO 
RESTRICTIOH, BECAUSE THE MEHTIOH IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
LAYING DOWN THE QUALIFICATION —AS IN THE CASE OF THE 
‘ pRSADlJYA ’ ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE BOTH HAVE BEEN 
LAID DOWN ; IT IS ONLY WHEN (THE VrIHI IS USED) 

THAT THE DECLARATION OF THE QUALIFICA- 
TION CAN BE APPLICABLE.” 

Bhdsya. 

There are these texts— Saumdraudram ghrte charunhirvapet slmMd- 
ndm vnhindm hrahmavarchasahdmah ; — Saumdraudram charunnirvapU 
krsndndm vnhlndm ahhicJiaran ;—Nairrtam cJharunnirvapet Jcrmmndm 
vnMndm—-saurypanclmrunniTvapU shukldndm vnhmdm \ Desiring Brahmic 
glory, one should offer white Vnhi cooked in Clarified Butter, to 
Boma-Eudra ; — ^Desiring to injure others, one should offer cooked black 
Vnhi^ to Soma-Eudra ; — One should offer cooked black Vrlhi, to Nirrti ; — One 
should offer cooked white Vnhi, to Bury a \] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Alay ail this offexing be 
made of Vrlhi or Yava ? Or must it be oi Vrlhi only ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows: — At the Ectypal sacrifice, — ^if any one 
•of several mutually incompatible things is specially mentioned, — there 
shall he no restriction -, — ^i.e. the offering may be made of Vrlhi or Yava, — ■ 
Why so ? — Because the mention is for the purpose of laying down the qualifica- 
tion ; Le. when the Vrlhi is specially mentioned, it is for the purpose of laying 
down its qualification {white, black, etc.), and not for the purpose of con- 
necting it with the particular sacrifice ; so that what is meant is that tlie 
Vrlhi that is offered should be white (or black) ; as for the offering, that may 
be made of both. — Just as in the text ‘ One should perform the Amiydfas 
with Frsaddjya (Mixed Clarified Butter)’, the ‘ Clarified Butter’ has been taken 
to be mentioned for the pxirpose of laying down its ‘ mixed character so in tlie 
l^resent instance also, the Vrlhi has been mentioned for the purpose of laying 
down its ‘ white ’ character,- — not for the purpose of connecting it witli the offer- 
ing, and precluding all other things (Yava and the rest). — Similarly, such 
declarations as — ‘ Even though the sacrificer belong to the clan of Four-Blices, 
yet the omentum should, be prepared in five slices’, — are justifiable only if 
they do not exclude any archetypal accessory ; so that it is only when the 
'Four Slices’ are not excluded by the *Fivo Slices’, that the qualifying 
plirase, ‘even though the sacrifice happen to belong to the clan of Fotir- 
BUces\ comes to have some sense. This also saves the injunction of the 
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( 19 ). 

qualificatioa from beiiig useless (as it would otherwise be). — That this is 
the correct view is shown also hy the fact that both have been laid down ; i.e. 
the FnM and the Fam are both equally indicated by the General Law to 
be admissible ; and as such they should be treated as optional alternatives. — 
It ■ is^. . only in the event of Vrihi bemg used that the dedaration of 
the quuUfimtion becomes applicable ; in the event of Yrlhi not being used, 
the said declaration would naturally cease to apply. — ^From all tliis it follows 
that there should be option.” 

SUTRA (65). 

[SibbhI^tta] — ^Thebe should be‘ bestbictioh, as both sebve the 

SAME PUBBOSE ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE, SPECIPICATION IS' 
BOEE BY DiBECT DECLARATION. 

Bhdsya, 

Vnhi and Yava both serve the same purpose ; hence when the VrlM 
has been specifically mentioned, there is no room for the coming in of Yava. 
— But it has been pointed out that the Vnhi has been mentioned for the 
purpose of laying down the qualification — ^That cannot be right ; if the 
FnM had been really mentioned for the piupose of laying down the qualifica- 
tion, then there would be no restriction ; but as a matter of fact, it has not 
been mentioned for the purpose of laying down the qualification ; as is clear 
from the presence of the Genitive Ending in the word ‘ vnhindm % — an ending 
which denotes connection with the modified sacrifice (Ectype), — the denotation 
of the basic noun being entirely different ; so that what the Direct Declara- 
tion by the Genitive expresses is the qualification of the modified sacrifice ; 
on the other hand, the fact of the qualification belonging to a sacrificial 
accessory is expressed by Syntactical Connection ; — Direct Declaration is 
always more authoritative than Syntactical Ooimection ; — ^lienee by Dhect 
Declaration the Vnhi becoming connected with the offering, must exclude the 
Yam, which would servo exactly the same piupose. 

SUTRA (66). 

Also because op incompatibility, as in the 

OBBINABY WOBLB. 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, the two {Vnhi and Yava) are mutually incompatible. — 
How ? ” — ^Wlien several things are spoken of as accomplisliing the same 
I>urpose, they are always regarded as mutually incompatible ; and tilings that 
are mutually incompatible cannot function jointly ; — as in the ordinary 
world; for instance, when it is said ‘one should not eat fish with milk 
the meaning is that, even though the fish be' pbssessed of (excellent) 
qualities, yet it is not eaten with milk (which becomes excluded) ;—in the 
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same manner, even when the FnM is endowed with qualities, it must 
axclude the Yam^ 

SUTRA (67). , 

BEOAXTSB . THE QUALIFICATION BELONGS TO, THE 
SACEIFICE. 

Bhdsya. / ' 

Objection— the FnM is connected with ihB modified sacrifice, how 
can it be connected with the qualification ? ” 

Answer — ^Th© Vnhi has no connection with the qualification, either 
through Direct Declaration or through Syntactical Connection; nor is the 
qualification connected with the FnM ; as a matter of fact, the qualification 
belongs to the sacrifice-, it is sacrifice that is spoken of as qualified by 
^ whiteness ’ and by ‘ blackness ’ so that when the whole becomes construed 
together as one sentence, the substance {Vrlhi) and the qualification (whiteness 
or blackness) become connected with the same purpose at the particular 
sacrifice; and this also sets aside the objection based upon the diversity 
of purpose. 

SUTRA (68). 

Fbom among a nxjmbeb of mutually incompatible things, wheee 

ONE HAS BEEN SPECIALLY MENTIONED,— IF THEBE WERE OPTION, 

IT WOULD BE ONE NOT SANCTIONED BY THE SCRIPTURES. 

Bhdsya. 

From among a number of mutually incompatible things, where one is 
specially mentioned by Direct Declaration, while another is only indicated 
by the General Law, — ^this latter, in the presence of the Direct Declaration, 
caimot have any scriptural authority; so that if there were an option, it 
would be most unreasonable. — ^Hence there must h% restriction* 

SUTRA (69). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ PrSADAJYA COMBINATION IS POSSIBLE ; HENCE THE 
MENTION HAS BEEN TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN A 
QUALIFICATION. 

BMsya, 

In the case of the Frsaddjya, it is only right that there should be coin- 
bination; because in that case, the Clarified Butter (Ajya) m not incom- 
patible with an3d)Mng ; so that the use of the Butter is not a partial (optional) 
alternative; hence there is a combination of the Butter and the Oiud. 
Inasmuch as the Curd is put in for the purpose of bringing about the ® mixed ^ 
iprsat) character in the Clarified Butter, the Curd also is not a partial 
(optional) alternative ; hence it has been eombined with the Clarified Butter. 
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StJmA (70), 

[Objection]— [Tmi^'iDm ^'Eveh though the saceieicee belong; 

TO THE CLAN OE EOXJB SLICES, ETC.' IS NOT OOM- 
BATIBLE WITH ReSTEICTION 

Bhdsya. 

It lias been urged by the Purvapaksin that “if in such cases there were 
restriction, then the mention of *^four slices’ in the text ‘If the sacrificer 
belong to the clan of Four Slices ’ could not be justified — This has got to 
be refuted, [This is done in the following jS'w^ra] :— 

SUTRA (71). 

It would apply to anothee saceifice, as the same eeasoning is 

NOT APPLICABLE . TO THAT CASE, — THE SACEIEICES 
BEING ENTIRELY DIPFEEENT. 

BJidsya, 

The mention of ‘Four Slices’ would ’'a applicable to anofcher sacrifice, — ; 
i.e. to the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; the meaning being—* Even though at the 
Darsha-Furnamdsa^ the Sacrificer is one belonging to the clan of Fowr Slices^ 
yet, the omentum should be made of Five Slices — so that there are ‘ Four 
Slices’ used at one sacrifice, and ‘Five Slices’ at a totally different 
sacrifice. — ^Hence, even though in cases like the one in question, there is 
Restriction, yet there is no incongruity in the mention of * Four Slices *. 
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Adhikaeana (20) : The injunction that [The omentum 
should he made into five slices ^ is applicable 'to ^ . 
the subsidiary ojferings also. 

SUTRA (72). 

[PCJEVAPAKSA]— ' It SHOULD BE AS IT IS ACTUALLY DEOLABED '’, — 
THIS IS UBGED [the BHswer is as III the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotisp^ma, there is the animal sacrificed to 
Agni-Soma, as laid down in the text — ‘ If one, on being initiated, sacrifices 
the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma^ i — ^in connection with this animal- 
sacrifice, we read — •* Even though the Sacrificer belong to the clan of Four- 
Slices, the omentum should be made of five slices ’ ; — [Special clans appear to 
have had distinguishing marks ; for instance, the number of hair -tufts on 
the head; the number oi cahe-slices at sacrificial rituals also appears to be 
such a distinguishing mark]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — In connection, 
with the fulfihnent of the transcendental result following from the subsidiaxy 
offerings, does the mention of ‘ five slices ’ in coimection with the omentum 
exclude the (previously -mentioned) ‘ four slices ’ ? Or not ? 

The PurvapaJcsa view is as follows; — “If such a question is raised, om 
answer is that there can be no doubt in the matter at ail ; — ^why ? — ^when 
the mention of ‘ five slices ’ occurs in connection with a certain sacrifice, 
it is in connection with the same sacrifice — ^not with any other, — that it 
can exclude the ‘four slices’. And just as it does not exclude the latter 
in connection with any other sacrifice, — ^so in the same manner, the mention 
of ‘ five slices ’ will not exclude it in reference to the transcendental results 
following from the subsidiary offerings also.” 

SUTRA (73). 

■[Sibdhanta]— That' OANHOT be ; because the ihjuhctioh is one only. 



It cannot be as suggested. The injunction is one only — in the* form, 
‘If, on being initiated, one sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agnl-Soma \ — 
Under the same context, the ‘ five slices’ have been laid down; hence on 
the basis of ‘ Oontext ’, the ‘ five slices ’ must appertain to the transcendental 
result following from the subsidiary offerings. 
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Says the Opponent— “ On the basis of Syntactical Connection^ th.e five 
slices shonld appertain to the only 

Not so, we reply. The omentnm being a material substance, no useful 
purpose would be served by connecting the ‘ five slices ’ with it. 

Says the Opponent — “The declaration of procedure relating to the 
omentum would include the character of having five slices ; so that there 
would be no incongruity ”. 

AnsweT~‘Efv&n. so, the connection of ‘ five slices ’ with the transcendental 
result following from the subsidiary offerings would be duly established. 

“ How ? ” 

There is only one injunction laying down the subsidiary offerings as 
also the omentum- ofiering ; — ^if the ‘ five slices ’ are connected with that 
injunction, it must be connected with the subsidiary offerings also. 

“ But on account of its connection with the omentum, it is the omenimn 
— ^and not the subsidiary oferings- — ^that should have five slices,'^'* 

Answer— Tham is no such declaration as that ‘ it is the omentum only 
that is five-sliced ’ ; what the declaration means is that ‘ the omentum must 
be five-sliced only ’ ; and as a matter of fact, such declarations emphasise 
that in connection with which the term ‘ only ’ is used, as against things 
other than that. So that mere connection with the omentum cannot exclude 
the ‘ five-slices ’ from factors to which it is as applicable as to the omentum ; 
because there is no word connoting such exclusion. 

From all this it follows that in connection with the subsidiary offerings, 
the ‘ four -slices ’ should not be there [as it is excluded by the mention of the 
‘ five slices ’]- 

Then again, it is only when the ‘five-slices ’ is applicable to subsidiary 
offerings like those in question that another injunction becomes comprehen- 
sible— such as ‘ He slices each of them twice ’.—The omentum has been men- 
tioned only as indicating ‘ offering-materials ’ in general ; and it is this parti- 
cular material that is so mentioned because it is the first to be used on the 
occasion concerned. It is not the omentum that is enjoined here ; if that 
were what is enjoined, there would be syntactical split. 

The conclusion thus is that in connection with the subsidiary offerings 
also, the ‘ five slices ’ alone should be adopted. 


End of Pdda vii of Adkydya X. 



ADHYAYA X. 

MDA VIII. 

Adhikabana (1): When there is a prohibition, relating 
either (a) to what has been indicated hy the General 
Law, or (6) to what has been laid down ivithoui 
reference to any particular sacrifice, — it 
should be treated as an ‘‘ Exception ’ 
{Paryuddsa), 

. StJTRA (1). 

WhEH thebe is a PKOHIBITIOK/BELATrN.G: TO WHAT 
IS INDICATED' ..BY, THE; GeNBEAL Law, OR. TO WHAT HAS • .BEEN 
LAID DOWN WITHOUT BEEEBEHCE' TO ANY PARTICELAB 

s . SHOULD ''be,, option:,; as it is a' 

■ ■ ' UASE OP PROHIBITION,', OF. WHAT IS AD.MISSIBLE,.,’’ ' ^ 

BJidsya, 

(a) We find ProMbitions relating tO' a detail . indicated as admissible 
by the General Law; (b) as also those relating to what has been enjoined 
without reference to any particular sacrifice, (a) As an example of pro- 
hibition of what has been indicated by the General Law, w© have the text— - 
‘At the Mahdpitryajna, on© does not appoint the or the ; 

— (5) as an example of what has been laid down without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, we have the text—' Let the expression be dshrdvaya^ 
which has four letters, — which has four letters (in the form shra- 
u-sa-t), — Ydja, wliich has two lettovB,—Ye-yajdmake, which has five letters,- — 
the syllable vasat^ which has two letters ; this is Pmjdpat% the seventeenth, 
connected with sacrifices ’ [Here the use of the phrase ye-yajamah& has been 
laid down, without reference to any particular sacrifice]; — ^and relating to 
tins, there is the On© does not use the phrase ye-yajdmahi at 

the Anuydjas \ 

regard to all this, there arises the following’ question — ^Is this pi^o- 
hibition— of what is indicated by the General Law, and of what is laid down 
without reference to any particular sacrifice — ^to be taken as laying down 
an option ? Or as laying down an exception Faryuddsa ’) ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows It should be treated as a case of 
option I because both, the admissibility as well as the prohibition, are 
authoritative ; both admissibility and prohibition are supported by authority. 
For instance, (a) the authority for admissibility consists in the declaration 
(General Law) — ' The Mahdpitryajn^, should be performed in the manner 
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of its Archetype ’ [and at the Arehetype, there is appointment of the Hotr 
and tlm Arseya]; — (6) similarly for the admissibility of the phrase - Fe- 
yajdmahe % the authority consists in the declaration— ‘ This is Prajdpati, 
the seventeenth, connected with sacrifices’; — ^both these declarations are 
authoritative, independently of the Prohibitions. — (a) The Prohibition 
relating to (a) also has its authority in the declaration — One does not appoint 
the Hoifr, nor the Arseya^ he leaves them to Death’ ; — (5) similarly the 
Prohibition relating to (b) has its authority in the declaration—* One does 
not use the phrase ye-yajdmahe at the Anuydjas \ By virtue of the former 
declaration (&), the use of the phrase * ye-ydjamahe * is admissible at all 
sacrifices ; and it is prohibited in reference to the Aivuydjas in the prohibitive 
text ‘ One does not use the phrase ye-yajdmahe at the Anwydjas\ Thus 
from the declaration that ‘the phrase ye-yajdmahe should be used % it 
follows that that performance is fruitful at wliich the phrase ‘ ye-yajdmahe ’ 
is used; wMle from the prohibition that ‘ the phjcsbse ye-yajdmahe should 
not be used’, it follows that that performance is fruitful at which the phrase 
ye-yajdmahe is not used. And inasmuch as both are authoritative, it 
follows that both the performances are fruitful ; which means that they should 
be treated as optional alternatives. — Similarly in the case of the appointment 
of the Hotr and the Arseya.' — ^Thus we conclude that, inasmuch as it is a 
case of prohibition of what is admissible^ there shovld be option^ 


SUTBA (2). 

[Objection against the Puwapahsa’l — shoutd be tebatbd as a case 

OF (PBOHXBITION OF) WHAT IS OXLY POSSIBLE m Al?r OBDIXABY 
WAY, — ‘‘if this is hboed [then the answer is as in 
the next Sutra] ’h 

Bhdsya, 

If the Purvapaksin thinks that there should be option, — ^that oamiot be 
right. As a matter of fact, it should be treated as a case of prohibition of 
what is only possible in an ordinary way. In cases where we have a pro- 
hibition relating to what is possible only in a general sort of way (not under 
any authority) — e.g. ‘ Poison should not be taken’, ‘The finger should not 
be presented before a serpent ‘ The foot should not be placed upon thorns ’ 
and so forth, — ^what is meant is that* these acts are not to be done at all ; 
it does not mean that there is to be option (that one may or may not take 
poison, and so forth). On the analogy of such cases, we conclude that, as 
between an Injunction and a Prohibition, the Prohibition is more authorita- 
tive ; the Proliibition comes in only after the Injunction is there ; and as a 
general rule, whenever an assertion is made contrary to what is there already, 
it sets aside this latter. Hence the conclusion is (6) that the phrase ye- 
yajdmahe should never be used at the Anuydjas, and (a) that at the Mdhd- 
pitryajhd, the appointment of the and the Arseya should never be done. 
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SUTRA (3). 

[The Purvapaksin’s answer to the objection] — That cannot be ; bbcaese 

THERE ABE EQUAL REASONS, — BOTH THE COURSES BBINO 
SANCTIONEB BY SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY^' 

Bhdsya. 

“ It cannot be as suggested above. Thei*e are equal reasons in support 
of the admissibility and of the prohibition ; because both are sanctioned by 
scriptural authority, — the admissibility as well as the prohibition. That is 
to say, the admissibility of the course is there, even while the Prohibition 
is there, — and the Prohibition also is there even while the admissibility is 
there. Under sinailar circumstances, in ordinary experience, when both 
admissibility and prohibition are there in the usual course, one course is 
found to be beneficial and the other harmful, — so that people adopt that 
course which is beneficial. In scriptural matters, however, no such benefit 
or harm is visible ; hence whatever is fomid to be declared by texts is accepted 
as right ; hence both admissibility and prohibition are adopted. Consequently, 
in every such case there should be option.” 

StJTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be taken as a supplementary 

STATEMENT ; BECAUSE OPTION IS MOST IMPROPER ; IT SHOULD 
THEREFORE BE TAKEN AS A PART OF THE 

Injunctions. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ^ api tu'^ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

As a matter of fact, the prohibition should be taken as supplementary, — 
{a) to other indications of the General Law, and {b) to the injimction without 
reference to any particular sacrifice. — (6) The prohibitive sentence is not 
to be construed as that ‘The phrase Ye-yajdmahe should not be used at 
the Anuydjas ’ ; the construction is simply as ‘ not the phrase Ye-yajduiaht ’ ; 
the negative "na' being construed with the term ^ amiydja\ not with the 
verb ^ Karoti^ (‘use’). — “What if that is so ? ” — The expression " }ia 
anuydjesu ’ (‘ not at the Anuydjas ’) remains incomplete as a sentence, and 
thus remaining deficient, it becomes connected with a part of the preceding 
sentence, the full sentence thus being — ‘ What has been said regarding the 
using of the phi‘ase Ye-yajdmahe is not to apply to the case of the A nuytljas \ 
which is the same thing as saying that ‘ the phrase ' Ye-yajamahe is ro be 
used at all sacrifices, except at the Anuydjas^ hence the whole is an in- 
jimction with the Anuydjas excepted, and there is no prohibition at all; so 
that there is no room for option.— (a) Similarly, in connection with the 
Mahdpitryajha also, it is gathered, from the General Law regarding the 
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Ectype being performed in the mamier of the Archetype that the appoint- 
ment of the Hotr and the Arseya should be made ; but when it is followed 
by the words that ‘ one does not appoint the Hotr and the Arseya % the 
idea obtained is that ‘ the Mahdpitryajna should be performed like the 
Archet;^^e, excepting the appointment of the Hotr and the Arseya ’ ; the nega- 
tive ‘ na ’ being construed with ‘ appointing ’ (expressed by the verbal root 
in the word ‘ Vrnlte *), what is expressed by the conjiigational ending is 
a mere reiteration; the sense being — ‘What has been said regarding the 
sacrifice being performed in the manner of the Archetype is with the exception 
of the said appointment^ . 

Question — “ WTiy should the negative na be construed (6) with the 
‘ anuydjas ’ and (a) with what is expressed by the root in ‘ vrmte ’ (i,e. the 
‘ appointing ’ ) ? ” 

Ansiver — Because option is mast improper ; it is not right to adopt 
an option. — “Why ? ” — ^In the case in question, when it is said that ‘one 
uses the plirase Ye-yajmnahe at sacrifices if it be understood to mean 
that ‘ a sacrifice cannot be j)erformed without using the phrase Ye~yajdmahe \ 
then the prohibitive sentence [‘one should not use the phrase Ye-yajmnahe 
at the Anuydjas ’] would have no sense ; or if the prohibition would be 
adinitted, then the injimction would have no sense ; — hence it follows that 
recourse to option is most improper. 

“ It is just because one or the other injunction would have no sense 
that option has to be accepted.” 

Answer — In a case where one or the other injunction would otherwise 
become meaningless, there may be some reason for having recourse to 
option ; but only when no sense can be got out of it in any way. In the 
case in question, however, the injunction (negative) serves the purpose of 
making an exception of connection with the anuydjas, Heiice there is no 
reason for admitting an option. 

Says the Opponent — “ If the negative ‘ nu ’ is construed with the word 
^ anuydj^u \ then there should be a compound ; because in such cases the 
compounding of the negative term with a noun is compulsory, — as declared 
by the revered Vdrtikakdra, Kdtydyana, in the words ‘ V dvachandnartha- 
hhyahcha svahhdvasiddhatvdt 

Compomiding in such cases is not compulsory, — ‘it is only optional’, 
says the revered Pdnini xiJidBT Sutra 2. 1. 11 ; and it is the word of Fdnini 
that is authoritative, by reason of its saying what is true and right, — not the 
word of Kcitydyana, which is not true and not right; as one who says 
untrue things may speak of things without actually seeing them. 

From all tliis it follows that the sentences in question should be taken 
as laying do’wn 


Adhikarana (2) : The negation contained in such texts as 
‘ Na tau pashau Tmroti ’ is to be tahen as a ‘ declara- 
tion'’ {Arthavdda). 

SUTRA (5). 

Wttrn - it is something new, it must be a oom- 

MENDATOBir DECLAMATION. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the Darsha-Pumamdsa sacrifices, at which there are two 
Ajyahhdga offerings; in connection with these latter it is declared — ^Na 
tau pashau karoti, na some ’ [‘ Oi^e does not do these at the Pa^/^M-sacrifice, 
nor at the -sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Does this sentence lay down 
an exception ? Or a prohibition ^. Or is it only a declaration ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — The present text cannot be taken as 
laying down an exception^ in the same manner as in the preceding AdMkaTapa>'i 
— ^why ? — ^because the statement is found in connection with the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices ; where then is there any possibility of its applying 
to the case of the /^oma-sacrifice ? In fact, if the ^owa<-sacrifice were 
excepted, there would be no such connection (of the Ajyahhdgas) with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices as ‘ with the exception of the So7na \ Hence 
the only way in which the statement can be taken is as a prohibition of the 
Ajyahhdgas in reference to the ;S'oma-sacrifice, wherein they would be admis- 
sible xmder the General Law, — ^It might be argued that the /S'oma -sacrifice 
is something quite new (and it is not the Ectype of any Archetype) ; hence 
the Ajyabhdga-oEevmgs could not be admissible at it by virtue of the General 
Law. — ^The answer to this is that the term ‘ Soma ’ would be merely indica- 
tive of all those sacrifices, such as the Dlksanlyd and the rest, that are related 
to So7na^ — ^the sense of the prohibition being that ‘ the Ajyahhdga offerings 
should not be made at any of these sacrifices k’’ 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When it is something 
new, it must he a cmnmendatorg declaination ; inasmuch as the -sacrifice is 
entirely new (and not an Ectype of any Archetypal sacrifice), the Ajyahhdga- 
offerings cannot come into it by virtue of the General Law ; hence the sentence 
in question cannot be taken as a prohibition. — ^It might be argued that — 
‘‘the term 'Soma' could be indicative of the Dlksamyd and other sacri- 
fices (connected with ^S'owa) This is open to this same objection, that it 
involves such an indicatlon.’-AOheii again, even if such an indication were 
accepted, the sentence would contain the prohibition of what is otherwise 
admissible; so that it would be a case of ; and it has been already 

explained that recourse to option is not right. Hence recourse could be had 
to option only if no other way were possible ; it is however possible for the 
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sentence ‘na tan pashau haroti, etc. ■ [‘one does not do them at the Pashu- 
sacrifice ’] as a commendatory declaration, 

“What would be the sense of this commendation "i ” 

It is this that at the /S'oma-sacrifice, as at the Faslm-sacrifice, the 
Ajyahhdga’-oB.eTmgs are not made ; aftei^ being anointed, the Sacrificial 
Post is spoken of as the ‘ Sun ’ — ^iii the text ‘ Adityo yiipah %— on the ground 
of its resembling the Sun in brightness; similarly in the case in question, 
there is the commendation in the sense — ^why the said offerings should not 
be made at the Pas/m -sacrifice — [Tliis is a case of AHliamda^ Declamatory 
Statement, in the form of citation of an analogous instance]. 



Ai^mKKBmK {Z) t N %% such texts 

^ Ndtirdtre sodashm^^ grhndti^ are to he taken 
as setting forth option, 

StjTiyi (6). 

Negation eollowing after mj-racTioN woulb be Prohibition 

(FratisEbha). 

BJidsya, 

Question — “In (I )y the negative term ‘ wa ’ has been shown 

to denote exception (Paryuddsa),--m. AdMlcaram, {2\ it has been shown to- 
denote commendatory declamation (Arthavada) ; — ^what is the distinguishing 
feature of Prohibition {PratisMJia, which forms the third connotation of the 
negative term) ? ” 

In answer to this the distinguishing feature of Prohibition is set forth 
in the Sutra— Negation following after injunction would M .Prohibition ; e.g. 
the negation contained in the text—' Ndtirdtre sodashinam grhndti'' p One 
does not take up the at the [which follows after the 

injunction ^ Atiratre so^asMnam grhndti\ *one takes up the Sodashin at the 
Atirdtra ’], — cannot be taken as laying down an exception ; it could be so 
taken only if the construction were ‘One takes ' up the Sodashin .at the 
Atirdtra f except at the Atirdtra\^---Bxid such a construction would be im- 
possible 1 — ^Nor can the sentence be taken as commendatory of anything. 
Hence the only construction possible is ‘One does not take up’ [a pure 
Prohibition; and this means that in view of the Injunction and the Proliibl- 
tion both being there, the taking up of the Sodashin should, in actual practice,, 
be treated as optional]. 

Objection — “ It is not possible for the Injunction and the Prohibition of 
the same act to be accepted, as the twm are mutually incompatible 

Answe7^—~Oii the strength of the Direct Declaration of the Veda, the- 
Prohibition would be operative after having set aside the Injiiiictioii, and 
the Injunction would be operative after setting aside the Prohibition ; t hei’e 
is no other way out of it ; hence in either case one of the two notions "would 
have to be regarded as wrong,- — ^the Injunction being wrong when t lie 
Prohibition is 7%ot 'wrong, and the Proliibition being tvrong when tlie InJuiK.*- 
tion is not wrong, 

“ In that ease, it should be either Injunction in all cases, or Prtjliibition 
'in all ca^ses,” 

Answer — It has been already explained that one or the other of tlu^so 
twm notions has to be regarded as wongf, on the strength of the Direct 
Declaration and on the ground of their being mutually incom]>atible ; but 
what this means is that when, in any particular case, the entire procedure 
comes to be declared, it adopts only one of the two alternative notions, and 
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does not adopt the other ; so that the end in view becomes accomplished by 
the adoption of either one of the alternatives [which are thus optionall* 

“ But the absence of the other alternative (which is equally authorita- 
tive) would make the performance defective to that extent.’’ 

, Ansvjer- — True, there would be this defect; but even in the presence 

of this defect, the performance is regarded as duly accomplished,— on the 
authority of the Direct Declaration. Hence there can be nothing wrong 
in fcliis. 

In a case where any other construction of the sentence would be possible, 
no Q 2 ytion would be admissible ; — ^as for instance, in the case of the sentence 
' Nanuydjesu yeyajdniaham karoW [‘One does not use the plirase 
yajdmuhe at the Amiydjas^l [Vide Adhikarana (1), above]. 



Adhikarana (4) : Such negations as ‘ Anahutirvai jartildli ’ 
should he treated as declamations. 

SUTRA (7). 

OlSfLY IF NO OTHER INJUNCTION WERE THERE [COULD OPTION BE 
admitted] ; WHEN THERE IS SUCH OTHER INJUNCTION, THE 
STATEMENT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DECLAMATORY ; 

BECAUSE OF FUTILITY, AND BECAUSE IT IS TO BE 
CONSTRUED ALONG WITH THE OTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Agnihotra, we read — {a) ^ Jartilayavdgvd juJmydi, 
gavMhuTcaymdgvd juhiiydt, — na grdmydn pashun Mnasti, ndranydn^ -(6) 
‘ Atho hhalmhumndJmtir vai jartildshcha gavehuhdshcha ;-—payasd ’ gnihotram 
juhuydt^ [{a) ‘One may offer libations of the gruel ot Jartila-graim,' — 
one may offer libations of the grml of GavMhuha- grains one may not 
kill tame animals, nor wild ones’; (6) ‘They say that Jartiia-grains &ve 
unfit for offering ; so also are QavMhuka-graina ; one should perform the 
Agnihotra with, milk ^1. [^Jartila^ is wild sesamum.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the sentence, ‘ One may 
offer libations of JartUa-gruel, one may offer libations of QavM1mha-grml\ 
an injunction, — and the sentence, ^ Jartila-grains and Gavedhuka-^grains are 
unfit for offering a prohibition [and consequently the two are to be treated 
as optional alternatives] ? — or are both these sentences only declamatory 
statements, — the only Injunction in the case being that ‘ one should perform 
the with milk ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The sentence ‘ one should offer libations 
of Jartila-grueV should be treated as an Injunction; because the injunctive 
word {j'juhuydV, ‘should offer, etc. ’) is clearly present in it; similarly, it 
is also clear that the sentence ‘ JartUa-grains are unfit for offering ’ is a 
prohibition ; — ^the sentence ‘ one should perform the Agnihotra with milk ’ 
is an entirely distinct injxmction,— this also is quite clear. So that the upshot 
of the whole is that — (a) ‘one may offer libations, cither of Jartila-gruel, or 
of GavMhuka-griiel, — or (b), of Milk, SbXid of neither of the former two — 
Tiiis cannot be treated as a case of exception ; because the negative "word ‘ na ’ 
is not capable of being connected either with ‘Jar£?7a -gruel ’ or with ‘(rare- 
dhuka-gvu^l \ — ^it being compounded with the term ‘ dhiitl ’ (in the word 
‘ andhutih ’) ; — even if the negative term were assumed to have the capacity 
of being connected with ‘ Jartila-^ael ’ or with ‘ GavMhuha-gc'xiGL no 
such connection as ‘ ajartilayavdgvd jartikiyavdgvd vd jidiuydt ’ would be 
possible. Further, if this construction were possible, and it were treated as 
a case of exception, the Injunction would be wholly useless, as the whole of 
the ‘ Jartila^gcuel ’ would have fallen under the exception. In the event of 
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the injiinotion being that of milk, there would be no sense in the exception, 
as there would be nothing to indicate the possibility of the use of either of 
the two gruels. — ^From all this it follows that this should be treated as a 
case oi option 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddlidnta By reason of 
the prohibition of what had been enjoined, there would have been option 
if there were no other Injunction available ; — ^when, however, there is anothei" 
Injunction in the sentence, ‘one should perform the Agniliotra with milk % 
the other statements, — that regarding the libations of GavMhuka and 
also that regarding the unfitness (of Jartila, etc.) for offering, — shoixld 
be treated as commendatory declamations ; — (a) because of futility ; that 
is, any proliibition (of offering the Jartila) would be entirely futile, 
when the injmiction is of offering milk*, because this very injunction 
implies that the Jartila or the Gavedhtika is not fit for offering. — But how 
can they be unfit for offering, when they are actually offered at sacrifices ? ” 

• — ^It follows from the fact that it is to he construed along with the other ;—~ 
i.e. the ‘injunction of offering the Jartila and the GavMhuka, as also the 
prohibition (of these), is to be construed along with the other injunction— that 
‘ one should perform the Agnihotra with milk’; so that the whole forms a 
single sentence ; and the declaration regarding the offering of Jartila-gruel or 
'becomes connected wnth the deprecatory statement that 
‘ Jartila and GavMhuka are imfit for offering ’ ; and this deprecation is for 
the purpose of commending the injunction of Milk. — •“ How so ? ” — -The 
sense of the whole context is a.s follows — ‘ Offerings of Jartila and GavMhuka 
are excellent in so far as they do not involve the killing of any tame or wild 
animals — ^but even though they are so excellent, they are no-offering (i.e. 
unfit as offerings) in comparison with the offering of milk ; — so that the 
mill?:>offering is very much more excellent’. — ^Further, the statement that 
‘ one should offer libations of Jartila-gruel ’ is not made with a view to the 
actual offering of the snbstance ; in fact, it is made only for the purpose of 
stating the prohibition that follows. If it were taken as an injimction of the 
doing of a certain act, then certain factors would have to be assumed ; while 
by being connected with the proliibition, it becomes a deprecatory state- 
ment wdiich tends to the glorification of something else (Milk) ; the order of 
sei^uence also becomes preserved in this case. The present case is to be 
treated like that of the sentence ‘ Visambhak^ayltavyamna kaddchit ’ [‘ Poison 
is to be taken never’], — ^where ihB mseftion of the ‘taking of poison’ 
(contained in the words ‘ visam hkaksayltavyam ’) is made only for the purpose 
of prohibiting it (by the subsequent phrase ‘na kaddchit — and not with a 
view to its being actually carried into effect. 


Adhikaraka (5) : In connection with the \ Traiyambaka ’ 
offerings^ the statements regarding ^ Pouring ’ and 
^Non-pouring^ should he regarded as com- 
mendatory declarations, 

SUTRA (8). 

Because they stand on the same footing as the foeegoing 

STATEMENTS. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Chdtur7ndsya sacrifices, there are certain offerings 
of cakes baked upon one pan, named ‘ TraiyamhaJca ’ by reason of being 
made with the mantra ' Tryayambakam yajdTTiahe, etc. ^ in reference to 
these offerings, there are the following declarations — (A) ‘ Abhighdrydh nabhi- 
ghdrydh iti mlmdmsante — yadahhighdrayU rudrdydsye pashunabhidadhydt ; 
yanndbhighdrayU na fudrdyasye pashunabhidadhydt ; atho MialvdJmrabhi- 
ghdryd em, na hi haviranahhighrtamasti ^ [‘ Are the libations to be poured, or 
not to be poured %-~-thxiB do they ponder ; if one pours a libation, he puts the 
animals into the very mouth of Rudi’a ; if he does not pour it, he does not 
put the animals into Rudra’s mouth ; and they say that the libations should 
be poured ; as an offering is not an offering imtil it has been poured ’] 

(B) ‘ Hotavyamag^iihotranna hotavyamiti ^nmidnisante h'ahmavddinali ; yadi 
juhuydtyathdpurva^ndhutirjuhuydt ; yanna juhuydt agnih pardpatet ; tusrmmva 
hotavyam ; yathdpurvarndhuth'juhoti, ndgnih parapatati ’ [‘ Expoimtiers of the 
Veda jjonder over the question as to whether A offerings should be 
made or not made; if one makes the offerings, he should make them as 
before ; if he does not make the offerings, the Fire comes down upon him ; 
one should make the offering in silence; the offerings should be made as 
before, and the Fire does not come down upon him 

In regard to this, there arises the question— (A) Ai‘e the Trayambal'a- 
libations to be poured or not to be poured ? (B) Is the Agnihotra -offering 

to be made or not to be made ? — ^Are these to be treated as Injunction and 
Prohibition? Or are these stated only for purposes of commendation ? — 
[Read ‘ utdrtJia ’ for ‘ ndrtha 

The Purvapaksa is as follows—** We assert that the texts should be 
taken as injimctions and prohibitions ; because they have the form of these ; 
as a matter of fact, the texts in question have clearly the form of hijunciion 
and prohibition; so that by Direct Declaration we understand them to 
mean that a certain act is to 6e and a certain act is not to be done 

(prohibited); and it would be only through Syntactical Connection that tlK‘y 
could be understood as commendatory declamations ;■ — and Direct Declara- 
tion is always more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — ^Xor can the 
text be taken as containing an eiroep^^on.— Hence we conclude that- — what 
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the text (B) contains is (1) an Injunction, (2) a ProMbition, and (3) again an 
Injtinction~~( l) ^ Agnihotra should be offered,— ( 2) the -4 should 
not be offered ; — -(3) if it is to be offered, it should be offered in silence ’ ; — 
and what the text ( A) contains is the Injunction and Prohibition that — the 
Tryamhalca-oiievm.gs are to be poured — and the Trymnhaha-o&.evings are 
not to be poured ; and in the event of their being poured, etc. ; ’ — this has 
been reiterated again in order to guard against the idea that the assertion 
of these being poured is commendatory,^ — ^tliis idea originating from the pre- 
sence of the prohibition of the 

In answer to tliis, vre have the following Siddhdnta : — These texts stand 
'On the same footing as those dealt with in the foregoing Adkikarana * — 
What is this sameness of footing ? ” — ^It consists in this that at first there 
is the Injunction, then the Prohibition, and then these two are connected 
with something else that follows ; — ^tliis is exactly what has been found to 
be the case in the foregoing Adhikarajiai that is, the Injunction that is 
found is not for the purpose of anything to be done, and the Proliibition that 
is fomid is not for the purpose of avoiding anything ; — in fact, the two have 
been set forth only for the purpose of being pondered over and discussed ; 
thus it has been clearly asserted that ‘ The Veda -expounders ponder over the 
two views that the Agnihotra should be offei'ed and that the Agnihotra 
.should not be offered* ; — and this ‘ pondering over ’ these' views serves the 
purpose of eulogising the other injunction in regard to which there is no such 
■doubt or pondering, inasmuch as the meaning of the words is quite clear 
and it is not necessary to make any assmnptions. While, if the two state- 
ments were taken as Injunction and Proliibition, it would be necessary to 
make certain assumptions. 

The sense of the commendation is as follows — (A) ‘ The pouring of 
libations is so excellent that one does not mind the serious drawback that 
when one |)ours the libations, he puts the animals into the very mouth of 
Eudra " ; — and (B) ‘ When one makes the offerings, he should offer them as 
before, — ^if he does not make the offerings, Agni comes down upon him ; — 
so excellent is the making of offerings in silence that by so doing, both the 
undesirable contingencies become avoided 



( 0 ): In connection with the ^ Adhmia\ 
the sentence beginning with ^ upa ’ is 
indicative of option. 

SUTRA (9). 

The seotence • BEGiNNina with ' ufa ’ should also be 

TEEATED LIKE THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the rite oi Adhana (Fire-installation); in connection with 
which there is the following declaration— ‘ Fa evamvidvdm varavantlyam 
gdyati, ya Bvamvidvan yajndydjmyam gdyat% ya emnividvan vmmdevyam 
gdyati ’ [‘ One who knowing this sings the Faravan%a-sdman,— who, knowing 
this, sings the Yajnayajnlya-sdman, — ^who, knowing this, sings the Fdma- 
dl'oya-sdman ; with reference to this we read — ‘ UjmvUd vd etasya agnayo 
bhavanti yasydgnyddheye brahma sdmdni gdyaW [‘ If the Brahnmn-j^rieM 
sings the Sdmans at the Fire-installation of a man, his Fires become 
abandoned by him 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Wiiat is the meaning of this 
latter sentence beginning with ^Upa* CUpavltd vd etasya, etc.^)t Is it 
Prohibition t Or Exception 2 Or Commendation 

The PuTvapah§a is as follows : — “ It cannot be an exception, because the 
singing of Sdmans by the Brahman-priest is totally imknown (not laid down 
anywhere). In fact, the declaration of what does not exist is to be taken 
as a commendatory declarati’on,— as in the case of the declaration ^Prajd- 
pati alone was there, and he cut out his own fat 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta Tins reference to 
the Brahman -priest cannot be commendatory of anythmg ; nor can any 
useful purpose be served by a commendatory declamation contained in a 
sentence other than the one in which the commended action has been enjoined. 
Hence this sentence beginning with ‘ Upa ’ should be treated like that 
what is it that is meant by ‘ that ’ here ? — ^It is the sentence ‘ Takes up 
the ^odashin at the Atirdtra ’ ; and what is meant is that just as tiiis sentence 
(followed by the sentence ‘ at the Atirdtra one does not take up the Sodashln ' ) 
has been taken (under Su. 6) as enjoining an act and then proiul)iting it 
(and hence indicating option) [so should it be in the present case also]. — 
“ How ? *’ — As singing by the Brahman-priest is totally unknown, tiie sentence 
cannot be taken as a prohibition of that singing ; hence no signiiicance can 
attach to the term ^ brahman which would mean that what is prohibited 
is Sdma-singing in general (which is absurd), — It might be urged that “ in 
that ease the term ‘ brahman ^ may be regarded as a wrong reading — But 
it is not so ; as a matter of fact, the term ‘ brahman ’ signifies the Brdhmana,, 
and as such stands for the Udgdtr-pnest [who does all the Samu-singing ; 



ADHYlYA X, PADA VIH, ADHIKARAXA (6). 


2041 


so,: that the proiiibition can, .apply -to that' singing thus there bemg 

hoth injunction mid prohibition^ there shonld he option ; as imder Sutra 6]* 

SUTRA (10). 

“ Ox AGCOUXT OF THE FROHIBITIOX, THEBE SHOHLB BE 'HO PERFOEMAXCE 
(of the Sama-sixo-ixg) ”, — IF THIS IS HBGEi), , [then , the 
answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The following argument might be urged — “ Inasmuch as there is depreca- 
tion of Sdma-singing itself, there should be no performance of the Santa- 
singing; because what is deprecated shouldmot be done.’® 

SUTRA (11). 

That caxxot be ; as it is saxctioxeb by the Vedic word, 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be as suggested ; as from the deprecation of an act, it follows 
that U should not he done , — so from the fact of an act being spoken of as 
to be done, it follows that it should he done ; — there is no other Injunction 
available of anj'thing else as to be done, for whose commendation there could 
be a deprecation. Hence it follows that the Injimction is for the purpose 
of the act being done, and the Proliibition is for the purpose of the act being 
avoided, [So that this is a clear case of option.] 
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ADin:KAitA.NA (7) : Prohibitions like ^ The Initiated Person 
shall not make a gift ^ are to he taken, as. laying . 
down ^ Exceptions \ 

SUTRA (12). 

[PffBVAPAKSA (A)]— ‘ The prohibitioh of (a) giving, (6) oifebptg 
LIBATIOHS, AKD (c) COOKIHG, BY THE INITIATED PeBSON 
MUST BE TAKEN AS THE PBOHIBITION OF ALL (a) GIVING, 

(6) OS'FEBING LIBATIONS, AND (C) COOKING ; AS 
THEBE IS NO DISTINCTION.’' 

Bhdsya. 

la coanectioa with the Jyotistoma we read-— ‘ The initiated person does 
not make gifts, or offer libations or cook 

In regard to this, there arise the following questions— (a) Is tliis a 
prohibition of all kinds oi giving ^ offering libations and cooMng 1 — Or (b) of 
only such of these acts as are not connected with sacrifices ?~-Or (c) of even 
those connected with sacrifices, which are indicated by the General Law t 
—Or (d) does it lay down an exception {Paryuddsa) ? 

The Purvapahsa (A) is as follows — *‘It is the prohibition of all kinds 
of giving t offering libations Biad cooking. — ^Why ? — ^Because fhe7'e is no distinc- 
tion ; there is no word in the text expressing any distinction ; hence it should 
be taken as the prohibition of aU kinds of the acts mentioned.’’ 


SUTRA (13). 

[PdBVAFAKSA (B)]— In FACT, WHAT IS LAID DOWN SHOULD PEBTAIN TO 

ONLY SUCH ACTS AS ABB NOT CONNECTED WITH SACBIFICES ; 

BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH SACEIFICES THESE HAVE 
BEEN CLEABLY ENJOINED." 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘w’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

“ In fact, the prohibition cannot be one of all innds of the acts in 
question Of which ones then ? ’—Ifto laid down should 2^^^‘tain 
to only such acts as a/re not connected with sacrifices; — ‘why ?’ — because m 
connection with sacrifices they have been clearly enjovned ; there is clear 
injunction of such acts as and the rest in connection %vith sacrifices ; — 
hence the Prohibition in question has. to be taken as pertaining to such 
acts only as have not been so clearly enjoined.” 
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. StJTRA '(14). ■ 

[PObvapabisa (C)]— ' As a mattee oe yaot, evex eeom amoxg those 

CONNECTED WITH SACBIFIOES, THOSE ALSO THAT COME: IN ONLY 
BY mPLICATION (SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE PeOHIBI* ; 

TION), because of NON-DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya, ! 

‘‘ As a matter of fact, even, from among those connected with sacrifices, 
those that come in hy implication^ — ^i.e. by virtue of the General Law — should 
also be taken to be prohibited; because these are only 'implied’, not 
directly enjoined, — ^while the Proliibition is directly laid down.” 

;■ StJTEA- (15).> i; 

As A MATTEL OF FACT, INASMUCH AS IT IS SUPPLEMENTABY TO A 

SENTENCE, IT SHOULD MEAN THE ' EXCEPTION ’ OF SOMETHING ; 

ELSE; IF IT WEBE A ' PbOHIBITION ” THEBE WOULD | 

BE OPTION. 

■ I' 

Bhd§ya. 

The particle ‘ ’ signifies emphasis. 

The prohibitive text should be treated as supplementary to another 
sentence ; that is, the prolnbitive text in question should be taken as 
making an exception, in reference to the Jyotistoma, of all the three acts 
of giving, offermg lihatioyis and cooking that have been mentioned without 
any distinction ; and as such it would be supplementary to another sentence ; 
that is, the sentence in question — ' The Initiated Person does not make 
gifts ’ — ^is supplementary to (to be taken along with) the sentence ‘ One 
should make gifts e\?'ery day ’ ; similarly with the statement regarding the 
ojfermg of libations and cooking, [The meaning thus is that ' one should do 
the acts of giving^ etc. every day, except when he is initiated ’]. 

If the sentence were not taken as laying down an exception, — and if it 
were taken as containing a Prohibition, then there would have to be option ; 
and this would be most improper, as already explained above. i 

From all this it follows that the sentence lays down an exception 
( ' Paryiiddsa ’ ). 



Adhikakana (8) : The ‘ Vart 7 m-homa[ (Moaclside-offerhig) 
exclvdes the Ahavamya Fire. 

SUTRA (16). 

What has been laid down as a special rule is to be taken as far 

:■ EEMOVED EROM/WHAT HAS BEEN LAID DOW AS A GEKEEAL 
BDLE ; BECAUSE IT IS DOUBTFUL; AND BECAUSE 
OPTION IS NOT PROPER. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In connection with the Jyotistoma we read — ^ Vartmani juhati'' 
[‘Offers the libation on the road’]. (B) Similarly in connection with the 
Rajasuya, we read — ‘ Vahmkavapamupagrhya juhuydt ’ [‘ One should collect 
the anthill and pour the libation upon that’ ].-*-Then, there is the general 
declaration to the effect that ‘When they pour libations into the Ahavamya 
Fire, then thereby one’s desired ends become accomplished ’ — [which lays 
down the general rule that libations have to be poured into the consecrated 
Ahavamya ¥iTe]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — Do these two 
texts mean — (A) that ‘ at the Jyotisto 77 ia all the libations should be offered 
on the roadside \ and (B) that ‘ at the Rdjasuya, aU the libations are to be 
offered on the anthill ’ ? Or do they mean that there is to be option between 
these two receptacles (Roadside and Anthill) and the Ahavaniya Fire ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows Inasmuch as the Roadside and the Anthill 
have been laid down as serving the purpose of the offering of libations, 310 
‘ combination ’ (of either of these two, with Ahavaniya) is possible ; as the 
offering of the libations is accomplished by either one of them singi^^ That 
these serve the purpose of the offering has aheady been declared. — ' How ? ’ — 
There is the well -recognised principle that ‘ when a thing already aeeotuplished 
and another yet to be accomplished are spoken of together, the former 
subserves the purposes of the latter’. Nor can the ‘Roadside’ be taken 
as entirely excluding everything else; as in that ease all offerings into ilie 
Ahavaniya Fire would become excluded (which cann,ot be right). On the 
other hand, if we admit option, the offering into the Ahavaniya is preser\’fHl 
at least partially. [Hence this must be taken to be a case of option] 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnin: — What ft as 
been laid down as a special rule is to he taken as far removed Jraw—- 1,0, un- 
connected with- — -what has been laid down as a general rule ; — hecftase ii is 
doubtful, — “ How is it doubtful ? ” — ^If the General is for the purpose indicant ing 
the Particular, then, it is already there in the Particular; if it is not for iiie 
purpose of indicating it, then it is not there ; it is in tliis sense timt it is 
‘ doubtful’. Or, it may be ‘doubtful’ in the sense that the General is not 
compatible with the Particular. Or it may be ‘doubtful’ in the sense 
that it subsists in that one Particular as well as in other Particulars, — Bueli 
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being the case, the ; General Rule' should' not' be operative when the^ 
Particular 'one,, is there.— “-‘Why — Because O'ption is: not proper . 

“. Why is option noAproj^er ? ' 

'Answer— li the texts in question be taken as laying down the fact of the 
Roadside (and the Anthill) being the receptacle of the offering^— mid option is 
admitted, — it would mean the ignoring of the said declaration under one of 
the optional alternatives ; so that the option would involve the assumption 
of sometliing contrary to authoritative evidence. — ^If then, it be held that the 
texts in question do not lay down the fact of the Roadside and the Anthill 
being receptacles oi the offering^ — (and option is admitted) then also, under one 
of the optional alternatives, they would come to be used as such receptacle, 
wMch again would be contrarj?- to authoritj^ ; and in this case there would 
be the tether incongruity that the mention of the Roadside^ though actually 
present in the text, would have to be regarded as not-signlficant. — ^It might be 
argued that — •“ The presence of one alternative would be due to the needs of the 
situation, this need consisting in the accomplishment of the offering, and that is 
accomplished by the Ahavanlya 'FiTe^\ — But that cannot be ; if the accom- 
plisliment of the offering were the only tiling needed, then it would naturally 
be accomplished by means of the Ahavanlya Fire ; in the present instance, 
however, it is tether enjoined that the Roadside and the Anthill are to be 
the receptacle of the offering ; and tins could not be aceornplished by the 
seeming of the Ahavamya Fire ; and tliis not being done, it would mean 
the rejection of the declaration of the entire procedure. 

Says the Opponent — “ Even though the fact of the Roadside and the 
Anthill being the receptacle is also enjoined, yet, inasmuch as this fact 
would only be a qualification of the offering, it would only improve the nature 
of the offering,— the omission of it would however not make the offering 
defective ; because the said improvement could be effected tlmough some 
other receptacle. Hence we conclude that there should be option 

Answer — ^This is not possible ; what is enjoined in the text is the con- 
nection between the offering and the receptacles in the shape of the Road- 
side and the Anthill ; and it is this connection which is the principal factor, not 
the offering ; so that mitil that connection has been brought about, the act 
would not have been done in accordance with the Injunctions. 

Says the Opponent — Even when the connection is enjoined, there 
are really two things that ax'e enjoined,— one being the object to be accom- 
plished, and tlie other the means by which that object is to be accomplished ; 
of these tw’o, the object to be accomplished is the princij)al factor ; and that 
is the offering. From this it follows that there should be option. Even 
when the connection is what is enjoined, it is essential that the offering 
sliould be there ; and when the offering is there, the Ahavamya Fire would 
naturally be there 

Ansiver — ^It is not so ; because the Ahavamya Fire is not a j^art and 
parcel of the offering ; as in particular cases, it is not there at all. 

“ How is it possible for it not to be there ? ’’ 

Because in special cases it is not applicable. 

“ Why is it not applicable ? 
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When the Eoadside Bxid the Anthill are the receptacles of the offering^ 
the fact of the Ahavaniya Fir© being the receptacle does not come before 
the mind ; nor can it be carried into practice ; because when a certain act has 
been recognised as having the Boadside and the Anthill for its receptacle, it 
cannot be recognised, or performed, as having the Ah>ammya Fire for its 
receptacle. 

Says the Opponent— What the (injunctive) Verb means is that ‘ the 
act signified should be done in the manner in which it may be possible 
to do it ’ ; hence (inasmuch as it possible for the offering to be made into 
the Fire), the Ahamnlya Fire would set aside the Boadside and the AntME 
and become the receptacle of the offering.” 

Answer — ^This might be possible if the injunction (and use) of the 
Ahavaniya Fire were not possible without the setting aside of the Boadside and 
the AnthilL As a matter of fact, the act in question can be done in two 
ways: — (1) by rejecting the and the Anthill^ and (2) by adopting 

them. If they were rejected, it would mean the ignoring of the Locative 
ending in the word '’vartrmni'* (‘on the roadside’); hence it is better 
to adopt them. 

The Opponent — “ If the said receptacles were adopted, then that would 
involve the ignoring of the (injunctive) ending in the expression ‘ dhavaniyo 
hhavati’ (‘ The should be there ’)”. 

Answer — e shall ignore it ; it may be that the notion of the Ahavaniya 
is there ; but why cannot the idea be there that it cannot be used ? And 
what cannot be used will not be used. 

Says the Opponent— “ That which is called the general notion makes 
the act applicable to every one of the particular factors included in that 
general notion ; so that it lays down the use of the Ahavaniya at the Vartma* 
homa and other offerings, as also at other rites. Thus then, the Ahavaniya 
comes to be enjoined at the Roadside Homa and other rites. The notion of 
‘ Ahavaniya ’ therefore that there is regarding the Homa at the Roadside cannot 
be ignored ; hence it can gain a footing only offer setting aside the Boadside 
Homa and other rites 

The answer to this is as follows: — ^It is not so; a term demoting a 
genm eaimot denote individwxls ; if it denoted them, it could not apply t o 
the cow born to-day ; as there has been no previous perception of that cow. 
To the gemis, the term is applicable, because it has been perceived before 
(in the shape of the individuals already pre\dously seen). It is for this 
reason that the does not denote the mdividuals. Conseqiiontly in 

regard to the Farjfma-^owa (Roadside Hown), there is no notion of " Aha- 
vaniya \ — ^Even if it did denote it, it could not do so by direct denotation. 
Even if the genus did denote the individuals, it could not denoto it by 
direct denotation, it could do so only by indirect indication ; and indirect 
indication would be set aside by direct denotation. From this it follows 
that, inasmuch as the Boadside and other places have been declared by Direct 
Declaration to be the place for the Vartma-horm (Roadside Homa) and other 
o^erings, it is impossible for the Ahavaniya Fire to be recognised as the 
receptacle of those offerings and to be made such a receptacle in practice. 
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Says the Opponent— “ It may be the other way about ; the Ahavanlya 
fire having been already recognised as the locus of the ofieringj there can 
be no notion of the i^oads-ide being such a locus 

Answer — It might be so; but the notion of "roadside’ and the rest 
in regard to particular ofierings is obtained by direct denotation ; while that 
of the Ahavanlya Fire can be got at only by indirect indication ; and it has 
been already pointed out that the notion derived from Direct Declaration is 
more authoritative than that derived from indirect indication. 

""But the notion of ^Ahavanlya’ in regard to the generic entity is also 
directs 

Answer — The notion of the "roadside ’ also that one has in regard to a 
generic entity is direct ; as it is enjoined in regard to a particular Homa^ 
and it does not qualify anything connected with w^hat is From all 

tills it follows that the Ahavanlya Fire shall be used for all the offerings 
except the Roadside and other specified libations. 



Adhikaeaija (9), : The injunction of ^. Seventeen ' Sami- 
dheni verses ^ relating to the ^ Vaimrdha ’ and ' other 
ectypal sacrifices is only a [supple- 
mentary statemeni\ 

SOTRA (17). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — '*'Whek an isolated injotction is 

DECLARED IN ITS UNALTERED FORM IN CONNECTION WITH A 
PARTICULAR SACRIFICE, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVING- 
THE PURPOSE OF EXCLUDINO THE ARCHETYPAL 
ACCESSORIES; AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

‘ Atyabhaga-offerings 
Bhdsya. 

Without reference to any sacrifice, it is declared— ‘ One should recite 
seventeen this is excluded from the archetypal Sacrifice 

by the number ^ fifteen^ which has been specially enjoined in connection 
with that sacrifice, and hence becomes relegated to the Ectypal sacrifices ; — 
then again, in another text, the same number ‘ seventeen ’ has been men- 
tioned with special reference to the following ectypal sacrifices — ^ Vaimr dim, 
Adhvarakal%fa, PasJm, Ghdturmdsyas, Mitravmdd, Traidhdtavi and Agra- 
ya7iesti\ 

We proceed to consider the question — ^What is the meaning of the 
reiteration of the number ‘ seventeen ’ in reference to these particular 
ectypes ? 

The PurvapaJcm is as follows : — “ Wheyi an isolated inja/nction, — ^which 
has not been declared in the context of any particular sacrifice,—?^ declared 
again in its wialtered form in reference to a particular ectjq^e, — it serves the 
purpose of excluding the whole lot of accessories relating to the archetype ; 
so that the meaning of the injunction that ‘ at the Vaimrdha and otiaa* 
sacrifices, one should recite seventeen Sdmidhems ’ is that no other arciu>- 
typal accessory should be adopted ; it does not mean that ' it is only at the 
Vaimrdha, etc. — ^and at no other ectypes — that the number of Sam id herds 
^s to be seventeen’; because this number has been distinctly laid down in 
another text as appertaining to the other ectypes ; and hence it cannot he 
set aside.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[PURVAPAKSA — concluded]—' If there were a .mention of aiODIFICA- 
A be, 'FOR THE' SAKE OF THAT.’" • 

Bhdsya. 

“ In case any modification vof -..the verses .had been mentioned, 

the reiteration in question .might have been, taken as mea,nt for tliat : — as a 
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inatter of fact, however, no such modification has been heard of — hence it 
follows that the reiteration is for the purpose of excluding the archetypal 
■accessories.” , 

SUTRA (19). 

{SiDBHIXTA'J— lx BEALITY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SUPPLEMBNTABY TO 

THE EEEVIOUS SENTENCE; BECAUSE AN ISOLATED INJUNCTION- ' ' 
IS NOT TAKEN IN BY ’ THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya, ' 

The term ‘ vd> " (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

The sentence in question should be taken as supj^lementary to the previous 
sentence, — ^i.e. to the isolated injunction; hence the sentence in question— 
^in connection with these particular ectypes (Vaimrdha, etc.), one slioiiM 
recite seventeen Samidhems ’ — means that this is not to he so at the other ectypes, 
—“In reference to the other ectypes, this number has been directly laid 
down, and as such it cannot be set aside — The answer to tliis is as follows— 
It is true that the number has been directly laid down in connection with the 
Samidhems ; but this is not taken in by the sacrifice ; because it has no con- 
nection with any sacrifice (the declaration being found to be without reference 
4o any particular sacrifice). Nor does the declaration of the entire sacrificial 
procedm'e take in the number in question, when there is the other sentence 
(the one in question) \rliich connects it with the particular ectypes, Vaimrdha 
and the rest only. There is this distinct declaration to the efiect that the 
number ‘ seventeen ’ which has been spoken of in the isolated passage (without 
reference to any particular sacrifice) a^Dpertains to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest hence ectypes other than these cannot take in the said number. 
In fact, when it is not taken in by any sacrifice, the number ‘seventeen’ 
relating to the Sdmidhmls, being useless, would not be adopted at all.— From 
all tills it follows that the declaration relating to the Vaimrdha and the 
rest is supplementary to, and to be taken along with, the previous isolated 
injunction,— — “In this case there is a syntactical split — ■(!) 
^ There are mventmix Samidhems \ and (2) ‘they are to be recited at the 
Vaimfdha and . the ' rest ’ — Ansimr — As a matter of fact, there are two 

distinct sentences here, and the second sentence (the one in question) lays 
down a particular detail in connection with that same thing which has been 
spoken of in the first sentence ; this is what is meant by its being a 
^ supplementary sentence 



Adhikabana ( 10 ): Injunctions like [PrtMvym svahd^ , 
should be taken as laying down the use of the 'syllable. 

I svdhd ^ in cofinection with those offerings 
in relation to which the use of the 
syllable has not been laid down. 

/ SUTRA '(20)."'- 

Mantras CANNOT bb taken as supplementary sentences, because 

WHAT IS LAID DOWN IS A SUBSIDIARY DETAIL. 

Bhdsya. 

In reference to the Darvihoma we read — ' Prthivyai svaha- — Aniariksdija' 
svdhd — Vdyave $vdhd’\ — ^There is also an isolated declaration — * Vasatkdre'fj^a 
vd svahakdreria, vd devebhyo ^annam pracllyatV [‘Food is offered to Deities 
with the syllable vasa% or with the syllable svdhd 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the fonner text supple- 
mentary to the latter, the meaning of the two sentences taken together 
being that ‘ Inasmuch as food is offered to deities with the syllable Bvdhd, 
the mantras used should be Prthivyai svdhd — Antarlhsdya svdhd ^ ? — Or 
is the former sentence not supplementary to the latter — and what is meant 
(by the latter sentence) is that ‘ the syllable svdhd is to be used even at those 
sacrifices in connection with which the use of that syllable has not been 
laid down ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa is that— “ in accordance with the principle arrived at 
in the preceding Adhikarana, the first sentence must be taken as supple- 
mentary to the second 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta .'—Mantras eannot he 
taken as supplementary sentences ; because there can be no syntaeticai 
connection between sm injunctive ssnA b> non4njimctive sentence, — the Injunc- 
tive sentence being o, Brdhmana-text, while the 7ion- Injunctive sentence is a 
mantra-text. — ^Further, in the preceding Adhlkarana it was found that there 
was no connection with any sacrifice, while in the present instance, suc'h 
connection is manifest, in the sentence — ‘Food is offered to deities with 
the sjdlable vasat and the syllable srdM. — as the offering is the principal 
act here. — Then again, a subsidiary detail is laid dotvn , — the sense being that 
‘at the Darvihoma^ the used should be in the form Prthivya svdhd ^ 

not in the form Svdhd pfthwyai.^—^mm. all this it follows that at other 
I)arviho7nas also, the syllable AmM should be used. 
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' ,■ SUTRA (21). ' ■ 

Also because it is eoukb lpt the case wheee it has not bebe: 

LAID DOWN. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, even at those Darvihomas in connection with wliich 
the use of the syllable svdhd has not been directly laid down, we find the 
syllabi© actually used ; as shown by the following text — ‘ Ghrtma dydvd^. 
prthivi dprnethdmiti audumharyd vishdJcke juhoti dntrdt avasrdvayati 
bhumiprdpte svdhd haroW ; this clearly shows that the syllable ‘ 
is to be used. 

SUTRA (22), 

Also because thebe is peohibition. 

Bhdsya, 

In some cases there is prohibition also — ^ Na svdheti vachanam karoti,. 
mantrahcha ndha ’ ; and the prohibition of a thing is possible only when 
its use is possible. 

From all this w© conclude that the mantra is not a supplementary sentence,. 



Adhikabana (11) : The ‘Agni' and the ‘Atigrahyas' should 
he taken as appertaining to the Ectype. 

SUTRA (23). 

[POevapaksa: — continued]— as there ’is direct 

INJDNCTIOK., OE THE ' ACHI AND OF THE ‘ AtIGRAHYA ’ IK 
EELATIOK TO THE BOTYPE, THEBE CAN BE NO 
INDIEECT INDICATION OF IT. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the declaration— (a) * Ya eva/mvidvdnagnihchimiie ’ [‘ One who 
knowing this lays the Fire’] ; and again ‘ Upastambhanam vd etad yajnasya 
yadatigrd.hydhd [‘The Atigrdhyas serve as promoters of the sacrifice’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is, — or is not — the admission 
of the A and of the Atigrdhyas into the Ectype indicated by the General 
Law ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows — “There can be no indirect indication 
of the Agnfand of the Atigrdhyas in regard to the Ectype. The compound 
‘ Agnyatigrdhyam ’ is made up of ‘ Agni ’ and ‘ Atigrdhyas \ — these do not come 
into the Ectype (by virtue of the General Law^). — Why ? — Because there is 
direct injunction of them in relation to the Ectype^ in the following passage — 
* Athdtd^ gnimagnistomena yajati, tamuhthena, tmnatirdtrena, tam chaturdtre^af 
tarn pahchardtrena, tam sadrdtrena^ tam saptardtrma:, tamastardtrmiu! tam 
navardtrena, tam dashardtrena^ ; and again, ‘ Yat prsthyeti gidimydi prdhcham 
yajham prsthdni sahgrhneyuh yaduktheti grhnlydt^ etc.’ — When the and 
the Atigrdhyas have thus been directly enjoined in reference to an Ectype^, 
it cannot be indicated by the General Law as admissible at another 
Ectype.” 

SUTBA{24). 

' [Yu^A^VAKBA—coricluded] — also is the ‘ TakinCt up* ' 

DDBING THE MONTH.** 

Bhdsya, 

“Then again, there isAhe text— ‘The Atigrdhyas are taken up month 
after month.’ If the Atigrdhyas were already admissible under the General 
Law, it would not be necessary to lay down this monthly ‘ taking up 
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SUTRA'(25), , ^ 

\ [SiddhInta]— Ih fact,. it is included, as it stands on the " 

SAME FOOTING. 

Bhdsya, 

. In reality, the Atigrahyas is actually included under the indications of the 
General Law ; there is no difference between this and other accessories ; 
so that there is no reason why the other accessories should be included and 
this one' should not be included. 

SUTRA (26). 

Also because we find indicative texts. 

Biidsya, 

We find texts indicative of the same conclusion— (u) ‘ Kmikachitam^] 
chinviUtrShnmchiUim chinvUa yah hdmayeta susMr^smin loke sambhamyam ^; 
— again (b) ^ Fmlcha aiMrdnatigrdhydn grhndtV . — Here the texts speak of 
the particular features — of being of the shape of the Kahka and of belonging 
to Indra — of the Atigrahyas; and this clearly shows that it is admissible 
at the Retype under the General Law. 

StJTRA(27). 

The inclusion would be parallel to the Injunction. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 23) that there is an injunction of the 
Atigrahyas in reference to an Retype (hence it cannot be subject to indication 
under the C4eneral Law)” — This has got to be refuted; and the refutation 
is that, in regard to that Retype with reference to which it has been directly 
enjoined, this injunction would be parallel, — i.e. in regard to the Archetype 
and to that particular Retype, — whereas in connection with the other Retypes^ 
it would come in by virtue of the indications of the General Law. 

SUTRA (28), 

The mention of the ‘Monthly Taking' up’ is meant to prohibit 

repetition. 

Bhdsya. 

Questioji — ‘'What explanation is there of the ‘Monthly Taking up’ 
(referred to under Su. 24)„ ? ” 

That is for the purpose of prohibiting repetition ; the meaning 
being that ‘ they are taken up, not day after but only month by month 





ADHiKAEAisrA (12) : The "Four-Slice oblation^ is to be 
made up by the joining of the ^ Upastara^na ’ 
and the " Abhighdrana\. 

SUTRA(29). 

[P0EVAPAKSA~^r<)?i^mtfce(i5]-~-‘‘THEi ‘ FoUE-SlIOE ’ GBLA-riOH, SHOIILB 
BE OUT OE THE PRIMABY SUBSTANCE, — BECAUSE THE VERY ORIGIN 
OE IT IS EOB THAT PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT 
IS CONNECTED WITH THE ' OBLATION- OEEEBING '' ; AS FOB 
THE OFFERING OF CLARIFIED BuTTEB, THAT COULD 
BE ADDITIONAL; AS IT DOES NOT STAND ON THE 
SAME FOOTING, ITS ORIGIN BEING AS A 
SUBSIDIARY FACTOR; JUST AS IN 
ORDINARY LIFE.” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifice, we read-—* Chatura' 

; , ’ [* Offers the fonr-slice- oblation ^]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this * four-slice-oblation ’ 
to be made up with the * Upastarar^a^ and the ^ Ahhighdrai^a^ [there being 
only sKces taken out of the primary substance, Cahe\ ? — Or are all the 
•* four-slices ’ to be taken out of the primary substance itself, — the ‘ Upas^ 
tara’^a * and the ‘ Ahhighm'ana^ being additional offerings ? 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows :—** Became the very origin of it is for that 
ptirpose,— i.e. the making of the Cake is for the purpose of being offered as 
an oblation, in accordance with the text *The Cake baked on eight pans 
and dedicated to Agni is not omitted on the Moonless and the Full Moon 
days and it has also been laid down that * what is to be offered as an oblation 
has got to be made four-sliced’, — and lastly, it is the Cake, along with the 
Upastarana’ and ^ Abhighdrana\ that is meant to be offered as an obla- 
tion, — therefore the ‘four-slicing’ is to be done to the Cake. As for' ike 
offering of Clarified Butter [viz, : Upastarana and Abhighdmna], that tmuM. be. 
additional, as it does not stand on the same footing, as the Cake ; because 
when the Cake is used as an oblation, the Clarified Butter comes in 
as its subsidiary factor. Thus then, though, along with the Clarified- 
Butter-offerings, the offering becomes ‘six-sliced’ 3?-et, in so far as the 
actual oblation is concerned, it has been made only ‘ foiir-sliced ’ -as 
for instance, in ordinary life, when it is said that * Devadatta is pmslMMruM. 
(Eater of a seer)’,— even though along with the vegetables and other 
edibles, ' what he eats is actually more than a 6'eer, ^ yet, 

is '' concerned, it is only the seer that is mentioned,— the'; v 
tables, etc. being regarded as only aids to the Rice (of which a ^eer 
is eaten).”'; 
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SIJTRA (30). 

[PcjBVAEAKSA— A lso because thebe" is a deolaeatiok ^ 

Bhasya, 

Th^ ^Upastamna'' and the ^ Ahhighdmna^ have been actnalij^ declared 
in the following passage as being embellishments of the main oblation — 

^ Yadupaatf'^dti ahhighdrayati amrtdhutimsvamdm JcarotV i from this it 
follows that the ‘ foiir-slieed oblation ’ to be offered is to be made out 
of the principal substance (Cake) as embellished with ^ Upastarana^ and 
^ Abhigkdra^a\^^ 

SUTRA (31). 

[Siddhakta] — Ik reality, it should be aloko with those 
two; because ik cokkectiok with ‘Svistakrt’, 

IT has beek spoken of as made up by 
TWO ‘AbHIOHABANAS ’ AFTER 
A single slicing. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, it should he along with those two ; i.e. the * four-sliced oblation ’ 
is to be made up by securing two slices out of the Cake [the other two 
* slices ’ consisting of the Upastarana and the Ahhighdraria] ; — because in 
connection with the Svistakrt it has been spoken o/ as ?nade up by two ‘ Abhi- 
ghdranas ’ after a single slicing (of the Cake), — in the text ‘ Sakrdu- 
pastrndti sakrdavadyati dvirabhighdrayati chaturavattasydptyai ’ One does 
the Upastarana once, the slicing once, and does the Abhighdmna twice, 
in order to obtain the four-sliced -oblation ’] ; — this shows that the ‘ foiu’- 
sliced oblation® is made up by two AbMghdranas ; in the other case (i.e. 
if there were to be * four slices’ out of the Cake itself) then, altogether, 
what would be obtained would be ‘ sfoj-slices 

Says the opponent-— ** This text that you have put forward is a mere 
indicative ; please put forward some direct reason.” 

Answer — All that the text * Offers the four-sliced oblation’ says is that 
the oblation should consist of the four-slices ; it says nothing as to whether 
it is to consist of the GaM or Curd-Butter -Mixture {Sdnndyya), There 

is no such declaration as that ‘ One should make four slices out of the 
substance meant for the offering ’ f all that is said is that the ^foiir- 
sliced oblation * is to be offered ; and if there were no such connection 
between the enjoined ‘four-sliced oblation’ and the ‘offering’, then the 
former would be absolutely useless. 

The opponent might argue thus-“^“ lt would serve a useful purpose by 
becoming included in the declaration of the entire procedure.” 

— But that cannot be possible ; so long as there is the direct 
declaration — ‘ offers the four-sliced oblation ’—which lays down the direct 
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relationship, of the there can be no room for any other ^ <Jeclaratioia of: 

procedure -In this direct declaration, there is no such distmction made 
as that Hlie slices are to 'be obtained, from , what is ' meant ' for that 
purpose, and not from what is not meant for that purpose’ ; all that 
it says is that ‘an oblation consisting of four > slices should be offered’,— 
the four slices being obtained either from what is meant for that pur- 
pose or from what is not meant for that purpose. In acting in accord- 
ance with this, the Direct Declaration becomes duly honoured ; while 
in the other case, it is only Syntactical Connection that would be followed ; 
and what is laid down in the injunction out of the offer- 

ing material’ would have to be regarded as an optional alternative to the 
offering of the ^four-sliced oblation’. Further, the declaration quoted 
above could, in this case, either be a description of what does not exists 
or be taken as setting up another optional alternative. But in reality 
as, in one case, the thing would be non-existent, there cannot be opl/on. 

From all this it follows that the * four- sliced oblation’ should be made 
up with the ‘ I/paslarana ' and the ^ AbkigrAdrana \ 

SUTRA (32). 

Also because thebe is a bassaoe whbbe the oblatioh 

HAVma BEEN SPOKBH OE AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLl^ 

ALL ITS COMPONENTS ABE DETAILED IN 
DUE OBDEB. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following passage — ‘ Chatvdri mitani devadaclhdnyavaddndni^. 
Y adupastrndti tadanuvdkydyai, Yat purimnavaddnam tad yafydyai, Yadutta* 
ram tad devatdya% Yadahhighdrayati tad msatkdrdya ’ ; here the four slices of 
the ‘four-sliced oblation’ having been described, the several components 
thereof have been detailed, in the shape of Amwdkyd and the rest, — wdiich 
shows the inclusion of Upastarana and the rest. From this it follows that the 
‘ four-sliced oblation ’ is to b© made up with the ‘ Upastarana ’ and the 
* Abhighdrana\ — The term ^dadha^ in this passage {^dadhdni^) denotes 
share, as is found also in such assertions as ® Kanhatdya dadhanis NdpUdya 
dadharn ’ ; so that the expression ‘ devadadhdni ’ means shares of the Deities, 


Abhikabana (13) : The ^ Four-sliced oblation \ is essential 
at the ^ Updmshuydja^ also. 

SUTRA (33). 

[POiwapaksa] — ‘‘Like the ktjmbek ‘seventeen’, this should be: 

BESTRIGTED.” 

Bhdsya. 

Ill connection with the Darsha-Purnamidsa, there is the Updmshuydja ; 
-—then there is the injunction that ‘ the four-siiee-oblation is to be offered’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Siiouid the four-sliced-' 
oblation be offered at the — or not ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows Like the number ‘ seventeen^ it should 
he restricted : in the case of the number ‘seventeen’, ivliich has been 
laid down in an isolated text, and mentioned again in connection with a 
few specially named Ectypes, it has been decided that, on the strength of 
the supplementary sentence, the said number should be restricted to those 
named Ectypes (Vide Sutras 17 et seq. above); in the same manner, the 
‘ four-sliced oblation ’ also, dependent as it is upon ‘ Upastarapa ’ and 
^ Ahhighdrana\ should be restricted to those two latter, where the offerings 
consist of Vegetables and Curd-Butter; — and hence it should not be offered 
at the Updmshuydja (where there is no Upastarana or Ahhighdrap,a)y 

SUTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta] — In pact, inasmuch as it is an accessory oe the 

OFFERING material, IT SHOULD BE RB<?rARDED AS REALLY 
MEANT TO BE SO. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘yd’ (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the view just set 
forth. 

It is not right that there should be no ‘Four-sliced oblation’ at the 
Updmshuydja ; as a matter of fact, the ‘Four -sliced oblation’ has been 
enjoined as an accessory of the Hotna-offering ; and as such, it should find 
place at the Homa-offering in conneotion with the Updmshuydja also; — 
hence at this sacrifice also the ‘ Four-slices’ should be secured. 

It has been argued that there can be ‘Four slices’ only out of 
Vegetables and Curd-Butter, because it is based upon the Upastarana and 
the Abhigkd7^ana,'~—'But as a matter of, fact, the mention of Upastarana and 
Abhighdrana is not supplementary to the ‘ Four-sliced oblation -in the 
same manner in w^'Mch the sentence ‘ one should recite seventeen Sdmidhenis 
;4A. 
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is to tile MUrabmda and others, on the ground of the sequence of the 
number " seventeen’. In the present instance, the sentences are not to be 
construed as — ‘ Four slices should be made, — how ? — ^by doing Upastara^a 
and AhMglidrana ’ ; they are to be construed to mean — ‘ one should offer the 
substance equipped with the Four slices, — there should be TJpastarm^a of 
the substance, as also Ahhighdrana of it ’ in a case where the offering of the 
‘Four-sliced oblation’ is accomplished by means of the Upastarana and 
Ahhighdrana of the offering-substance, the ‘ four slices ’ need not be got out 
of the principal substance (Cake) ; while in a case where the ‘ Four-sliced 
oblation’ is not accomplished without the slicing of the principal substance, 
the four slices have got to be made out of that substance. In the present 
case, what is meant is that a ‘Four-sliced oblation’ should be offered in 
Homa, — not that the four slices should be got at from this or that 
substance. — ^From this it follows that the ‘ Four-sliced oblation ’ should be 
offered at the also. 


ADHiKARAisrA ( 14 ) X The mention of the Agney a" and 
^ Aindrdgna^ is a reiteratioit of those relating to 
the Darsha-Pnrnamdsa. 

SUTRA (35)/ 

[POBVAPAKSA (A)]~‘*ThE text BEGIXNINa WITH THE WOBB ‘ PhBOdI- 
shabhyam’ shoubb be taken as the injunction of the two 

CAKES FOB THOSE ENTITLEB TO IT,— BECAUSE THEY, HAVE 
BEEN ENJOINEB BY THAT INJUNCTION*, AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE VaISHYASTOMA/" 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, we read—* Puroddshabhydm 
asomaydjirmm ydjayet — ydvetau dgneyashchaindrdgnashcha^ [‘For one who 
is not a Soma-sacrificer, one should perform the sacrifice with only the two 
cakes — the one dedicated to Agni B,Tid the other dedicated to Indra-AgnV}. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — (a) Is this 
sentence supplementary to the general injunction of the performance of the 
Darsha-Puri^mdsa the injunction ‘Desiring heaven, one should perform 

the Darsha^Puri^amdsa ’], — -the meaning of the two together being — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-PuTTiamdsa , — with these two cakes 
(on© dedicated to Agni and the other dedicated to IndTa-Agni)^ if he 
happens to, be on© who is nota Soma-Saorificer’ ? — Or (6) does it contain 
the injunction of two entirely distinct acts, — the meaning being that ‘one 
should perform the sacrifice with those two additional cakes as described ’ ? 
— Or (c) is it an injunction meant for the performance of the subsidiary 
details, — the meaning being that ‘ the Priest should perform the sacrifices 
with these two cakes ’ ? — Or (c?) is it an injunction of time, — the sense being 
that ‘one should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes at the time 
that he is not engaged in the Boma-smrifice’^ ? — Or (e) is it the injunction of 
the offering of the cake dedicated to Indra~Agni, and the reiteration of that 
of the cake dedicated to Agni ? — Or (/) is it the reiteration of both these 
cakes ?-~-Thes6 are the various views possible on the subject. 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows— “It is supplementary to the general 
injunction of the Darsha-Pumamdsa^ — i.e. to the injunction, ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa ’ ; and the sense of the two 
sentences is that — ‘If one who is not b> Soma-sacrificer should desire heaven, 
he should perform the sacrifice with these two cakes.’ — ^Why so ? — Because 
they have been enjoined by that injunction; it is the two cakes already enjoin- 
ed by the general injunction that have been referred to in the text in 
question: hence they do not constitute additional offerings; all that the 
text does is to connect, by Direct Declaration, the activity of the man who is 
not a Soma-sacrifieer with the two cakes. It is not the time that is laid down ; 
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as tills could only be indirectly indicated; and Direct. Declaration: is more 
authoritative ths^n Indirect Indication, And further, in that case it would 
come to this that either the two named Cakes would not be offered by the 
Soma-sacrificer^ or the offering would not be offered by one who is 
not a Soraa-sacrificer, That is to«say, if it is the Non-Soma-sacriflcer that is 
predicated (by the sentence in question) with reference to the two cake>s, 
then this Non-Sotna-sacrificer would have nothing to do with the offering of 
Sdnndyya (Curd -Butter) ; and in that case the presence of the particle ^ era ’ 
(^only’) becomes justified; the sense being that ‘the Non-Soma-sacrificer 
should sacrifice with the said two cakes only^ not with the Curd-Butter ’ ; — ■ 
on the other hand, if it is the two cakes that are predicated with reference 
to the Non-Soma-sacriflceri then these cakes would have no connection 
with the Soma-sacrificer ; and in that case the presence of the particle ‘ era \ 
(‘ only ’) would have to be regarded as wrongly placed, — the proper place for it 
being after ‘ asomaydjinam^, and the sentence should read as~~-‘ Piiro(?c7- 
shdbhyamasofyiaydjinamem ’ [‘ The non-Soma-sacrificer only should sacrifice 
with the two cakes’] ; just as we find in the following text- — ‘ Yayjieva 
vidydh shuchimapramattam mMhdvinam brahmacharyopapannam Yaste na 
druhyet kaiamachcha ndha, tasmai mdm hruyd nidhipdya brahman^; 
[Says the Veda— -‘O Brahmana, expound me to that keeper of treasures 
whom you know to be pure, vigilant, intelligent, equipped with the 
qualities of the Religious Student, one wdio hates you not, and who does 
not disclose it to anyone -that the particle ‘ eva ’ is wrongly placed, — it 
should have followed ‘ Shuchim ’ ; the meaning being ‘ one whom you know to 
be pare only* ; while the form used is ‘ Yameva vidydh shuchim* ; so adso in 
the text in question, the particle ‘ eva ’ is wrongly placed. — Thus then, we 
find that under both the possible constructions, the sentence in cjiiestion is 
supplementary to the general injunction; in both ways therefore we have 
the above Purvapaksa. — Just as in the case of the Vaishyastoma, the sentence 
' The Vaishya should perform the sacrifice of the Vaishyastoma ’ has been 
regarded as supplementary to the general injunction, so should also the 
sentence in question be.” 

SUTRA ( 36 ). 

[Purvapaksa (B) — continued] — ‘‘But the g-eneral injukctioh 

DOES NOT PERTAIN TO ANY SECH ACT AS IS NOT ESSENTIAL; 

IT IS RELA.TED TO WHAT IS ESSENTIAL; HENCE THE 
SENTENCE IN QUESTION CANNOT BE TAKEN 
AS SUPPLEMENTARY.” 

Bhdsya, 

The particle ‘ Up (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above vie%v. 

"‘It is not right that the sentence in question is supplementary to the 
general injunction; tho DdrsM-Purnamdsa are essential (compulsory) 
sacrifices, as is clear from the declaration ‘ One should perform the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices as aa Jie ; and at these sacrifices, the two 
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cakes in question {Agneya Q^nd Aindragna) are essential, as helping in the 
fulfilment of the desired result.— It cannot therefore be right that these 
should be taken as laid down for the NonSoma-sacrificer, who is a variable 
factor (not inseparable from the Darsha~PuTnamdsa).—Wh.y 7 — Because it 
cannot be right that the two Cakes must always be there at the Darslia- 
Purnamdsa, and yet be helpful to the No7i-Soma~sacrificer only. As a matter 
of fact, the injunction of the Cakes is related to the entire composite 
sacrifice of the DcirsJia-Purnamdaa wfiiich is essential and compulsory. 
Hence the mention of the Non-Soiiia-sacHficer cannot be supplementary to 
the general injunction ; it contains, in fact, the original injunction of two 
entirely distinct offerings. The construction of the sentences is not that 
‘ the Non~So77ia-sacrifice is predicated of the two cakes that have been 
enjoined in connection with the Darsha-Pwnaindsa ; in fact, the construc- 
tion is that * if the Non’-So7na-sac7'ificei' desires heaven, he should offer 
the cake dedicated to Ag7%i and the cake dedicated to so that 

these two offerings are what are predicated and enjoined ; and when they 
are so enjoined, they must be distinct from the corresponding offerings (under 
the ordinary Da7^sha~Pur7}a77idsa) ; Arid in that case the expression ^Yau etau ^ 
in the sentence in question (which seems to identify the two cakes mention- 
ed with the two cakes offered under the Darsha-PuT'Tiamdsa) can refer only 
to the detail relating to those two cakes, — This case is analogous to the 
case of the text ^ Etasyaiva revatlsu vdravantvya77iag7%i8toma krtvd^ etcJ 
[Vide Sutra 2. 2. 27, where the singing of the Vdravantlya-Sdmafh has been 
found to be a distinct act], — The term ‘era ’ (‘ only’) also shall, in this case, 
have the sense of ‘ punah' (‘again’); just as in the sentence ^ Kslrena 
hhuktvd devadattah kslre'TT^aiva hMmjUa\ where the meaning is that ‘having 
eaten with milk, he should eat again with milk ’ ; so in the case in question 
also, the meaning is that ‘ The two cakes that have been laid down by the 
injunction of the Darsha-PtirTiamdsa, for both the Soma-sacrificer s»nd the 
No7i-Soma-‘Sacrifice7\ are again enjoined for the JSTon-Soma-Saorificer’, — 
which means that ‘ The sacrifice for the Non-Soma-Sacrificer should be 
performed with the tiDO cake-qffe7dngs, the details relating to which should 
be those same that relate to the corresponding cakes forming part of the 
Darsha-Purna77idsa\l^ 

SUTEA (37). 

[PcjEVAFAKSA (B) — Continued]--^ ‘ M IT week as suaGESTED m 
PUEVAFAESA (A), THBEE COULD BE NO CONNECTION 
WITH WHAT IS ONLY A FAET ; BECAUSE THE 
FEEFOEMEB IS THE FEINCIFAL 
FAGTOE.’* 

Bhds7ja, 

“Even if the sentence in question were supplementary to the General 
Injunction (of the DarsJia-Purnamdsa)f no connection would be possible 
between the two cakes and the performer in the shape of the Non^Soma^ 
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Sacrificer, :If tli© sentence is supplementary to the General Injunction^ 
the performer would be indicated as the predominant factor;; this^^^^p^ 
dominance 'cannot be possible unless there' is a result '(accruing to the 
performer; which fact alone makes him the predominant factor) ; — the tivo 
calces however which form part of the Darsha^Purnamdsa sacrifices are 
not conducive to any result;— nor can a result be assumed on the strength 
of the Direct Declaration ; because the declaration is amenable to another 
construction.— For this reason also the sentence, in question cannot be 
supplementary to the General Injunction.’' 

SUTBA (38), 

[PtJbvapaksa (B)~concluded]—^‘lE the case oe the Vaishya- 

STOMA, IT IS so BECAUSE IT IS A COMPLETE WHOLE 
■' m ITSELF.^’ 

Blidsya, 

“ It has been asserted that it should be like the Vaishya stoma, —But in 
the case of the Yaishyasioma, it is only right that it should be so, as it is 
not the part of anything else [it is a whole by itself], and hence it can 
be conducive to results; nor is there, in that case, any connection between 
what is essential (compulsory) and what is not- essential. Hence the ease 
in question is not analogous to that of the VaishyastomaP 

SUTRA (39). 

[PfJRVAPAKSA (C)] — ‘' It SHOULB be TAKEN AS PEBTAINING TO 
THE PeBEOBMEE/’ 

Bhdsya, 

[Says PiirvapaJcsm (G)] — “If you think that the sentence cannot b© 
supplementary to the General Injunction, — we assert as follows: — It cannot 
be taken as the original injunction of two distinct ^acts ; as in that case, 
the expression * Ydvetau\ being incomplete by itself, would have to be taken 
in its indirect indicative sense.—* Then what should be the explanation ? ’ — 
It should be taken as an injunction meant /or ihe 'performer of the s-ubsldiar^/ 
acts, — i.e. the person who performs the subsidiary, not the primary, act. 
The verb in the text is * YdjayU' with the causal affix, which directly means 
that the act denoted is to be done by the person who is only the prompt hi<j 
agent I and it is only by indirect indication that it signifies the performer of 
the sacrifice itself. Another advantage of this explanation would be tins, 
that any relationship between the and the non-essoilicd would 

not have to be postulated nor would it be necessary to assume the result 
as following from a part of the sacrifice ; and lastly, the injunction addressed 
to the pro?npter of the sacrifice,— in the text laying down that * the Kon^- 
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Sonia- sacriflcer is to be made to offer the sacrifice’, — would bo conducive 
to some sort of prosperity.” 

StJTRA (40). 

[Eefiitation of Purvapaksa so; because it beixo 

ALREADY KNOWX AS SERVING A SUBSIDIARY PURPOSE, 

NO USEFUL PURPOSE CAN BE SERVED BY LAY^NC4 
IT DOWN AGAIN. 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be, as has been just suggested, that the injunction is one for 
the performer 'of the subsidiary act; as a matter of fact, the performer of 
the subsidiary act, who is subordinate to the performer of the main act, is 
already included under the injunction of this main act; — *nor do we find 
any separate result as following from the subsidiary act ;-—nor is it possible 
to assume such a result,— as the Parasmaipada> ending used precludes such 
an assumption. There can be no useful purpose served by the enjoining 
of what is already known (as included in another injunction). What 
is possible is that the sentence may be a reiterative reference to what is 
already known by implication, for the purpose of laying down the offering 
of the two Cakes.- — ^It cannot be taken as a case of Frechision'; as that is 
always beset with a threefold incongruity. Lastly, it is impossible for the 
Soma-sacrificer to be there without the performer of the subsidiary acts. 
From all this it follows that the sentence contains the original injunction 
of two distinct acts [as set forth under Furvapaksa (S)]. 

SUTRA (41).. ; 

[Porvapaksa (D)] — ''In pact, the' sentence should be taken,, 

ON THE BASIS OF THE INDICATIVE WORD, AS AN INJUNCTION 
OF TIME, IN CONNECTION WITH THE' T'WO ACTS; AS, 
SUBSIDIARY DETAILS ARE SUBJECT TO THAT LAW.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tu^ in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

‘‘The sentence in question cannot be taken as the original injunction 
of two distinct acts; what is really declared in it is the time for the two 
acts ; and it is not possible for it to be taken as enjoining the two cakes for 
the Non-Soma~Sacrlficer.-~-’Why I— Bemuse it is subject to that law ; the ‘ law ’ 
referred to is that embodied in. 4. 4. 6 ; that same law is applicable 

to the present case also ; the meaning therefore of the sentence is that 
‘these tivo cakes are to be offered during the Darsha-Fiirnamdsa, at that 
time at which the Soma-Sacrifice is not performed.’ — ‘ What woulii be the 
advantage of this explanation ? There would be no incongruity of having 
to assume a distinct result ; because when the statement is taken as pertain- 
ing to the whole composite sacrifice itself — [Read ^ Saniuddyapara isyate\ 
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as in MS. ( 0)],— then there would be only one Tesult following from ail the acts 
taken togethei".“It is quite possible for the particular indicative in the 
shape oi the Mon’perfoTnm the Sortm -Sacrifice to indicate a definite 

point of time ; so that the meaning is that at the time thus indicated, 
one should offer the not the 

SUTRA (42). 

[Mefutation of Piirvapak^a (Z>)]— But iu the Curd-Butter- 
Mixtuee is for the Soma-Sacrieicer, then there can 

BE NO INHERENT REEATIONSHIP WITH THE TWO 
CARES,— BECAUSE THE TIMES ARE DIFFERENT\ 

. , ' Bhdsya* 

The particle ‘ tu^ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

If the Gurd-Butter-Mixture is for the Soma-SacrificeTt then the declara- 
tion in question cannot be taken as indicating the time. As a matter of 
fact, the Gurd-Butter-Mixture is reallj?’ for the Soma-Sacrificer ; when this 
is absolutely certain, there can be no casting of doubt on that fact. There 
is this saying to that effect — ‘If the scriptures are authoritative, then 
people have reached the highest state ’ {?). — ^^fhere is the direct declaration to 
the effect that ‘The Non-Soma-Sacrificer should not use the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture’.— Such being the case, the sentence in question cannot be taken 
as indicating the time.— Why so ?— Because no relatioj'isMp is known to 
subsist between the and tho itvo cakes;— ebs the times 

are different; the two cakes are Differed before the Soma-Sacrihce, while 
the Curd-Butter -Mixture comes in after that sacrifice ; and then too, as it 
is already there, no effort need be made for that mixture. — For these 
reasons, the sentence in question, pertaining as it does to a different point 
of time, cannot be taken as indicating time ; it has to be taken as enjoining 
distinct acts [as set forth xmdov Purvapaksa (C)]. 

SUTRA (43). 

[PURVAPAKSA (E)] — Ob, inasmuch as it has been ALREADY 
ENJOINED ELSEWHERE, WHEN IT IS DECLARED AGAIN, AND A 

QUESTION ARISES REGARDING THIS, — THIS SECOND 
DECLARATION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN 

THE Deity -PAIR ; that the Agneya is not 

MEANT TO BE ENJOINED HAS BEEN FOUND 
TO BE THE CASE IN REGARD TO THE 
ONE-DEITY OFFERING*’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ^ api vd^ (‘or’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“ The sentence cannot be taken as the injunction of a distinct act ; it is 
only a reiteration of the Agneya Cake, which has been already enjoined 
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elsewhere ; as a matter of fact, the Agneya Cake has been already enjoined 
in the text — ‘ Yaddgneyo ^stdJcapdlo* mdvdsydydm 2^^^'^V'(^'^^'^dsydhchdchyufo 
hhavati\ But the sentence in question can be taken as the injunction of 
the Aindrdgna Cake;' as this, (cake dedicated to the joint deity, Indm- 
Agni) has not been enjoined in connection with either of the two sacrifices 
{Darsha BXid Purnamdsa) , So that the sentence be taken as enjoining 
the Aindrdgna Cake in connection with the Pwrnumarsa sacrifice, -—where- 
in it is not already known , to be admissible. ' As ■ f or the A ■ it has 

been mentioned as not really meant to be laid down (by the text in 
question) ; — as it has been already enjoined in the other text (quoted above) 
in connection with both the Darsha and the Purnatiidsa; further, it is also 
found mentioned in yet other texts — {a) ‘ Quarters the Agneya Cake ’ ; again 
(6) in connection with the Sdkamprasthdgyya — ‘ After having offered the two 
Ajyahhdgd offerings, one offers the Agneya Cake % — [So the sentence contains 
the mere reiteration of the Agneya, but the injunction of the Aindragna Cake.] 

SUTRA (44). 

[Reftitation of Purva2Mksa (E )] — •‘tiN fact, Badabayaha 

HOLDS IT TO BE AX INJUNCTIOX.'’ 

Bhdsya, 

The term ^ tu^ (' in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view also. 

It is not right that ‘ the sentence contains a reiterative reference to the 
Agneya Cake, but an injunction of the Aindrdgna Oake ’ ; in fact, it should 
be taken as the injunction of time relating to both the Cakes.— Why ?” — 
Because the teacher Bddardyana has held the opinion that the offering 
of the Curd-Butter -mixture comes before the Soma-sacrifice elm; we find 
this mixture laid down for the Non-Soma-sacrificer also, in the text — 
* Tadu sannayU ’ ; again, * Tathehasmdhui^gopdyandh sdnndyyamevdsoma- 
ydjinah\ From all this it follow- s that the text serves the purpose of lay- 
ing down the time. ' 

SUTRA (45). 

[SiBDHIxTA] — A s A MATTER OF FACT, OX AGCOUXT OF THE 
COGXITIOX OF WHAT HAS BEEX FORBIBDEX [THE 
TEXT CAX BE OXLY A REITERATIVE 
REFERENCE TO BOTH 

THE Cakes]. 

Bhdsya, 

The term/ m ’ (‘as a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the view 
..just set forth. 

The sentence is not an injunction of time ; — nor is it the original injunc- 
tion of two distinct acts — nor is it a reiterative reference to the Agneya 
and an injunction of the A Cake ; — the fact of the matter is 
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that it is a reiterative reference to both the Cakes. — ""'How so?’’ — 
As a matter of fact, the sentence is meant to lay down the Curd- Butter - 
Mixture for the Soma-Sacrificer (as held hy the Purvapahsin himself); 
hence it cannot be an injunction of the Aindrdgna Cake either ; because 
if it were so taken, there would be a syntactical split. In fact, the 
sentences are to be explained as follows : — ‘ These two Cakes are 
known as to be offered by the Non-Soyna-Sacfificer ^ — and for the Soma- 
Sacrificer, the Curd-Butter-Mixture also,-— but the Non-Soma-Sacrificer 
should be made to o:ffer the two Cakes Agneya and Aindrdgna only, 
while the Soma-Sacrificer should be made to offer the Curd-Butter-Blix- 
ture’. Thus, while one sentence lays down the Ourd-Butter-Mixture for 
the Soma-Sacrificer, the other lays down the two Cakes for the Nofi- 
Soma-Sacri fleer. For these reasons (since both the Cakes are found 
to be already enjoined elsewhere) the text in question should be taken 
as a mere reiterative reference to the two Cakes. 

SUTRA (46). 

To THE SAME EFFECT WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Blidsya, 

Another text also indicates this same conclusion, and shows that no dis- 
tinct acts are laid down in the sentence in question. — How ? ” — There is 
the text — * Chaturdasha paurT^amdsydm dhutayo huyanle, trayodasha 
vdsydydm ’ [which speaks of fourteen offerings at the Paurnamdsa sacri- 
fice and thirteen Sit the Darsha sacrifice]. If the text in question laid 
down two distinct offerings, then the number of offerings at the twm 
sacrifices would be more (than 14 and 13). 


Adhikarana (15) : The ^ Dhruvdjya^ {Clarified Butter 
contained in the Dhruvd-vessel) is the material 
offered at the Updmshuydja. 

SUTRA. (47). 

[PuRVAPAKSA]— COITNECTION' -WITH THE SACRIFICE LAID 
DOWN IH THE TEXT ' VUrAMSHUyAJA IS TO BE OFFERED 
m THE INTERVAL INASMUCH AS THEBE IS NO 
DIRECT DECLARATION OB INDICATION OF THE 
OFFERING-MATERIAL, IT SHOULD BE 
UNDERStOOD TO BE ANYTHING 
THAT ONE MAY LIKE.*’ 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamd$a> we read— ^ Updmshuyd’ 
jamantard yajatV Updmshibydja is to be offered in the interval’]. 

In regard to the substance to be used at this sacrifice, there arises the 
question — Is there no restriction ? Or is the choice limited to any one sub- 
stance ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows: — “No form of substance is found to be 
declared anywhere,-— hence it may be taken that one may do as one likes. 
— Objection — ‘But the form of the substance has been declared in the text 
Ajyasyaim ndvupdmshu panrnamdsydm yajan ’ [where Ajya, Clarified Butter, 
is spoken of as the substance to be offered at the Updmshuydja] ; hence' 
Glarified Butter should be the substance used at the Updmshuydja^— 
Answer — Even so, there is no restriction, any Clarified Butter may be 
taken up and offered at the sacrifice.” 

SUTRA (48). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, it should be that contained in 

JTHE DhRUVI-VESSEL, AS THIS IS THE SUBSTANCE 
CONNECTED WITH ALL. 

Bhdsya, 

The offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Dhnivd-vessel, and not any and every Clarified Butter. — Why ? — Because this- 
is the substance conjiected with all ; i.e. the said Clarified Butter is connected 
with all sacrifices, as declared in the following text — ‘The Clarified 
Butter that is contained in the Dhruvd is what has been obtained for 
the purpose of all sacrifices’.—- Hence the offering in question should be 
made out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruvd-vesseL 


Adhikarana (16) : At the ‘ Updmshtiydja', the deity 
is the same as that at the Original Primary 
Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (49). 

[PffEVAPAKSA] — “ The same shotjld be the case with the 
Deity also.” 

Bhdsya. 

In. regard to the Deity of the there arises the ciuestion— 

Is there no restriction ? Or is there a restriction ? 

The Purvapakm is as follows “ Just as, under the Ptirvapahsa of the 
preceding Adhikarana, there is no restriction regarding the substance^ so in 
the same manner, there should be no restriction regarding the deity.^ — Objec- 
tion — ‘ But Agm and Soma have been enjoined as the Deities.’ — Answer— 
That text is more like a narrative statement than like an Injunction.* — 
Ohjectioyi—^ln that case we should take the deities to be enjoined in the 
texts Visnuni'pdmshu yastavyali, etc, etc,'' — Answer — It has been already 
explained that the texts referred to serve the purpose of avoiding the 
defect of ‘Jdmi’ [Vide Sutray 2. 2, 9 et, seq,\ and as such, are purely 
declamatory.— From aU this it follows that there can be no restriction 
regarding the deity at the Updmshuydja.'^ 

SUTRA (50). 

XSidbhanta]— It should be one of those related to the entire 

PERFORMANCE — ON THE BASIS OF THE CONTEXT. 

Bhdsya, 

There can be no sacrifice without a Deity there can be no idea of the 
deity unless there is a declaration to that effect; — the deity enjoined in 
connection with one sacrifice can have no connection with another sacrifice ; — - 
hence we should connect the Updmshuydja with someone of the several 
deities connected with the <7o?^^e^r^ and thus deduce the rec|uired deity ; and 
as the needs of the situation would be met by one deity, we take it to 
be anyone of those connected with the Context. 
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Aphikaeana (17),: ■■ At the ^ Updmshuyaja \ the deities-^ 
should he Vimu and the rest^ and it should he 
performed during the Paurnamdsa sacrifice. 

SUTRA (51). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA (A)]— ‘'PraJAPATI' SHOULD BE THE DeITY, BECAUSE 
OF THE CHARACTER. 

BJidsya. 

It has been explained that the deity should be one of those connected 
with the Context. — Now there arise the following questions As among 
those connected with the Context, is there no restriction ?— -Or should it be 
Prajdpati ? or Agni ? or Vimu ? Should the Upmnshuydja be performed 
during the Dan?7ia sacrifice ? Or during the Purnamdsa sacrifice, the deity 
being Vimu only? Or should the be performed at both 

(Darsha and Purnamdsa) e>nd there should be option regarding the deity ? 
Or should the Updmshuydja be performed during the Purnamdsa sacrifice 
only, Visnu and the rest being the deities ? — These are the views possible here. 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows — Prajdpati should be the deity 
why ? — 'because of the character i the ‘character’ of ‘ Updmshu^ silence, 
belongs to Prajdpati alone ; as is clear from the declaration that ‘ilt the 
sacrifice, whatever is done in connection with Prajdpati should be done in 
silence ’ ;—and inasmuch as the sacrifice in question is named ‘ Updmshu \ 
it follows that verily silence is its characteristic ; that is to say, there is to- 
be no loudness in connection with the sacrifice itself or in connection 
with its accessories ; from this it follows that Prajdpati\m the deity connected 
with it ; as it is Prajdpati who has the character of ‘ silence ’ ; if there 
were any other deity, loudness would come into the sacrifice,” 

SUTRA (52). 

[Purvapaksa (B)] — But there is ko indication of the Deity 

THE EXPRESSION IN THIS CONNECTION IS EXTREMELY WEAK; 

HENCE THE DeITY SHOULD BE DETERMINED BY 
PRIORITY OF CLAIM.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ tu^ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth above.. 

“ It is not right that Prajdpati should be the deity art the Updmshuydja ; 
in fact, the deity should be who is the most important among the 

deities connected with the Oontext.— The character of ‘silence’, — declared 
in the text ‘One should ofier sacrifices to Prajdpati in silence’, — does not 
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indicate Prajdpati as the deity (of the Updmshuydja). — "But silence is a 
character belonging to Prajdpati, as declared in the text that ‘whatever is 
done for Prajdpati should he done in silence \ — The answer to this is as 
follows — This text has the form of a reiterative reference, and hence it must 
be regarded as a mere declamation commendatory of the injunction that 
‘ The offering to Prajdpati. should be made in silence\ — In this connection, — 
i.e, at the Updmshuydja — the expression is extremely weak [i.e. not sufficiently 
expressive]. From all this it follows that Prajdpati cannot be the deity at 
the Updmshuydja I that deity should be Agni who is the most important 
among those connected with the Context.’* 

SUTRA (53). 

XPtJEVAPAKSA (C)]— ‘'In reality, it should be Vxsnu; because of 
THE declaration OF THE ‘ HaUTBA-MaNTRA ’ ; FOB THIS SAME 
REASON, THE SUBSTANCE OFFERED SHOULD ALSO EE THE 
SAME AS THAT AT THE DaRSHA SACRIFICE ; AS IT 
IS AT THIS SACRIFICE THAT THE SAID 
‘HaUTRA’ is found TO BE 
USED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term " w ’ (" in fact ’ ) implies the rejection of the above view. 

""It is not right that Agni should be the deity; in fact, should be 

■the deity, — because of the declaration of the ^ Hautra^Mantra in connection 
with the jDars/ia-sacrifice, the Hautra-Mantra laid down as to be used is 
that related to Visnu — viz.; the Mantra — ^ Idam vimurviehahrame p^^'atad-- 
visi^uh stuvate vlryena^ ; this declaration has some sense only if Visnu is the 
deity at the Updmshuydja, — ^Even so would the declaration of the Mantra 
at the Darsha-sacriflce have some sense if the Updmshuydja were performed 
aAi the Darsha-sacriftceP 

SUTRA (54). 

[PuRTAPAKSA (U) — Continued] — “In fact, it should be performed 
AT THE . PaUBNAMASA, AS THAT IS WHAT IS MENTIONED IN THE 
: MAIN, TEXT THE MaNTBA, BEING THE SUBSIDIARY 

FACTOR, SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE PRINCIPAL FACTOR.” 

Bhdsya, 

“It is admitted that is the deity, but we do not accept the view 

that the Updmshuydja is to be performed at the Darsha-sacrifice ; because 
the text enjoining it lays it down as to be performed on the Full-moon Day 
•{Paurnamdsl) — " Ajyasyaiva ndmpdmshu paurrha7ndsydm yajanJ Under the 
^ circumstances the mere Mantra-text ee,tmot drag it down to the DarsJia- 
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mcrifice ; because the Mantra in question has been laid down in connection 
with the Updmshuydja; from which it follows that the Mantra is to be 
used where the Updmshuydja is performed ; — not that the Updmshuydja is to 
be performed where the Mantra is used ; because it is for the Updmshuydja 
that the Mantra has been laid down, not the Updmshuydja for the Mantra,"'' 


SUTBA (55). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA (D) — concluded} — “ Fitbther, at the ectype op the 
DaRSHA-SA ORIFICE, THE IMMEBIATE SEQUEKOB BETWEEN 

THE Cake and the Ourb-Bxjtter- Mixture 

IS SHOWN.” 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the Updmshuydja is not to be performed 
at the Darsha-sacrifice I — At the ectype of the Darsha^sacrificef — ^i.e. at the 
Sdkamprasihdpya, — we find immediate sequence between the Cake and the 
Ourd-Butter-Mixture. — ‘ How ? ’ — ^In the text ‘ Ajyahhdgdhhydm pracharyd^ 
gneyena puroddshendgnldhe sruchau praddya saha humhhlhhirahMhrd- 
manndha % — the immediate sequence of iheAgneya cake that is indicated is to 
the Curd-Butter-Mixture, not to the Updmshuydja, From this it is clear 
that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at the Da7*sha~sacrificeJ" 

SUTBA (56). 

[PijRYAPAKSA (E)] — “In fact, what is laid down specifically in 

REFERENCE TO THE ' PAURNAMASI ’ IS THE DeITY AgNI- 
SOMA ; HENCE THE SACRIFICE IN QUESTION SHOULD 
BE TAKEN AS TO BE PERFORMED 
AT BOTH.” 

Bhdsya, 

The term ' tu" (‘in fact’) implies the rejection of the above view. 

“It is not right that the Updmshuydja should be performed at the 
Faurnamdsa-sacinfice ; in fact, it should be performed at both [Dai'sha and 
PaufTikamdsa), and there should be an option regarding the Deity. — Why 
3 Q 9 — Because the UpdmshuydjaAiQi>^ been laid down in the text, ‘ Differs the 
Upd 7 nshuydja in the interval’, in a general way, without reference to any 
particular sacrifice. — As for the text quoted above — ^ A jyasyaiva ndvupdm- 
shu paurnamdsydm yajan\ this only lays down a particular deity in 
connection with the Paurnamdsu From all this it follows that when the 
Updmslmydja is performed on the Paurnamdsl, the deity is Agni-Soma^ — 
and when it is performed on the Darsha, the deity is Visnu, — on the basis of 
the Mantra4ext\ thus there is to be option regarding the deity.’* 
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SUTRA (57). 

[SiddhInta ] — As a mattee-.of'^ fact, it^ has been' ' eh joihbB; after 

PROHIBITION ; HENCE ViSNXT SHOUL33 OCCUPY 
THE SAME POSITION. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been asserted, — ^to the effect that the UpdmsJm should be 
performed at both sacrifices (Darsha and Paurnamdsa), and that there 
should be option regarding the deity,— is not right; as a matter of fact, the 
Updmshuydja should be performed at the Pawmamasa only, and therein the 
deities should be and the rest (specially named), — ^Why so ? — Because 

it has been enjoined after prohihition,^*^ What is the meaning of this being 
enjoined after prohibition ^ is meant is that it has been enjoined in 
connection with the PauT^mdsa, leaving aside the Darsha, — ** How ? ” — 
Starting with the words ^Ajyasyaiva ndvupdmshu paurnarndsymn yajan''^ the 
text goes on to say—'' Jdmi vd etad yajnasya hriyate yadan-va/hchaupiiroddshau^ 
U pdinshuydja-^nantard yajati \ ; from this it is clear that it is to be performed 
at the Paurnamdsa. It is in this same connection that there is the text— 

‘ Vis^urupd7mhu yastavyo ^jdmitvdyaf prajdpatirupamshti yajstavyo ^ jamitvdya» 
agmsomdvupdmshu yajstavydvajdmltvdya ’.—From all this it follows that the 
Up)d7nsJmydja is to be performed at the Paurnamdsa and Visnu {Prajapgti 
and Ar/> 2 i-^owa) are the deities at it. 

SUTRA (58). 

, To THE SAME END THEBE IS AN INDICATIVE TbXT. 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the Updmshuydja should not be performed 
at the Darsha,- — ‘‘For what reason ? ” — ^There is a text pointing to the same 
conclusion. — How ? ’’—There is the text declaring that ‘ Fourteen oblations 
are offered at the Paurnamdsa, and thirteen at the Darsha ’ ; [according to the 
Purvapaksai] the number of oblations at the Darsha would be fourteen, not 
thirteen. Hence it follows that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at 
the Darsha, 

SUTRA (59). 

/ WhAT^ IS NOT SUBSIDIARY, IF MENTIONED ONLY ONCE, , CANNOT 
COME IN, AT both; AS^ THERE 'CAN BE NO CONNECTION. ■ 

Bhdsya, 

For the following reason also the Upd^mhuydja Bhoxxld. not be performed 

at the Darsha : — What has been mentioned only onm,— if it is not a subsidiary 

cannot come in at both, , It is only 'a subsidiary which subserves the purposOvS 
of a primary act that can come in at.both,;— the sacrifice in question, however, 
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is a primary aotj not subsidiary as such, when it is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the Purnamdsa, it cannot come in at the DarsJia; — because there 
can be no connection; i.e. one primary cannot be connected with another 
2yrimaTy, 

StJTRA (60). 

IkASMUCH as accessories ABE SUBSERVIENT ' TO OTHERS, : IT ^ 

IS 'TiaE COMING IN OF. THESE THAT INDICATES 

THE MARKS OF INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

Inasmuch as accessories are subservient to others^ it is the coming in of, 
■these at the Primaries the marks of the In junction^ — not the 
coming in of the Primaries,.' as these arc ' not. subservient others.-~How 
so ? — This is clear, .from the, text-—* Apsumantdvdfyabhdgau yafat% ekddasim 
praydjm yafati eJcadashdnuydjdn^,— 'For 'this reason also the Upmnshuydfa 
isnottobeperformeclatthePa^’s^a*.''- 

■ si^ 

AnSO' BECAUSE IT HAS ,, NOT.' BEEN' MENTIONED IN CONNECTION 

WITH THE ECTYPE. 

Bhdsya. 

.The Updmshuydja . lim not^ been mentioned ,, in .. co.nnection with the 
Sdkamprasthapyaf. an eotjpQ of ■ the'. Ilar^^a.— -How text is— -tjyya-, 

hhdgdbhydm ' pracharya dgneyena cha puroddshendgnldhe. sruchau pmddya 
saha ]mmhhlbMrahMhrdmanndha'*'\^— shovis : that mhat comes after 
'the cake is the Gtwd-BuUer-Mixture, not TJpdmshuydja. From 

this also it follows that the Updmshuydja is not to be performed at the 
Barsha, 
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Adhikaeana ( 18 ): The Updnishuydja is to he performed at 
that Pur'n,amdsa also where there is only one Cake. 

SUTRA (62). 

[PuEVAPAKSA— coreJimMed J— “ It should be at that PauenamIsi 

ALONE WHERE THEEE ABB TWO OAKES ; BECAUSE OE THE 
HENTION OE THE ‘INTBEVAL’ {‘ANTAEA’).” 

I Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Pumamasai there is the text~‘ Updmshu- 
ydjamantard yajatV pOne performs the Vpdmshuydja in the interval’]; — 
it has been found that the Vpdmskuydja should be performed at the 
Pur^amdsa only- and at that the deities are Vimu (Fmjdpati and Agni- 
Soma ) ; — after th^ Soma- sacrifice, there is performed the Purnaindsa- sacrifice 
with, two Oahes, t^nd. prior to the Soma-sacrifice, the Purnamdsa that is 
performed is with pne Cake only. .. 

In regard to l|his, there arises the question—Is the Updmshuydja to 
be performed at tlfiat Purnamdsa only where there are two Calces f Or at 
that where there two Cakes, and also at that where there is one Cake ? 

The PurvapalSfa is as follows: — “liJ should he performed at that alone 
where there are twS\ Cakes — why ? — because of the mention of the ‘ intermV ; 
the JJpdmshuydja |s found mentioned along with the term interval’, in 
the text, ‘One performs the Updmshuydja during the intervaV; — inas- 
much as the ‘Cakes’ have been spoken of in the preceding sentence, this 
‘ interval ’ must mean the interval between the two Cakes ; — such an ‘ interval ’ 
is possible only when there are two Cakes, not when there is only one 
Cake; so that if the Updmshuydja were performed where there is only 
one Cake, it would mean the doing of what is not in accordance with the 
injunctions. Hence it should be performed only where there are two 
Cakes P 

SUTRA ( 63 ). 

[F^BYA'2AKBA--^>ontinued ] — Also because it is fob the 
of AVOiBiisra the ^ JImi’.” 

Bhdsya. 

^/‘For the following reason also the should be performed 

€0{y where there are two Cakes.— For what reason ?— It is found to be 
.-'"declared as serving the purpose of avoiding the defect of *Jdmi\ in the 
text — ‘ Jdmi vd etad yajnasya krlyate yadanvanchau purodashati, Upd’mshu- 
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ydjamantard yajati, visnurupdmshu yastavyo^jdmitvdyaf prajdpatirupmnshu 
yastavyd" jdmitvdya^ agnlHomdvupdmshu yastavydvajamitvdya^i—^ JdmV is 
siynilarity ; it m thm simUarity between two Gakes . that has been declared 
to be a defect, in the text ^ Jdmi vd Mad yajnasya hrlyate yadanvanchau 
puroddshau ’ ; after a Cake has been made, what follows as similar to it must be 
a Gake ; the remedy for a defect can be adopted only when the defect is there ; 
and [as, this defect of two similar Cakes is possible' only where there are 
two Cakes'] it follows that the Updmshuydja should be performed where 
there are two Cakes . ' 

SOTRA (64). 

[Objeotiox to Pubvapaksa] — Ie it be held that it is eob that 

ONLY, — THAT CANNOT BE ; AS THE FACT IS THAT 
IT IS THE PBEBOMINANT FACTOB. 

Bhdsya, 

If it is your view that — because of the mention of the interval, the 
Updmshuydja can be performed only at that Puri^amdsa where there are two 
Cakes — then, that is not so ; because the fact is that it is the predominant 
factor; as a matter of fact, the Puri/^amdsa is the predominant, and the 
‘ intervar, the subordinate, factor; — ^the Updmshuydja has been enjoined 
as part of the Purriamdsa sacrifice; — and the interval’ is subordinate 
even to the Updmshuydja ; — the One-Cake Purnamdsa sacrifice also is a 
* Purnamdsa ’ ;~so that what is there by reason of which the Updmshuydja 
could not be performed at the One-Cake Purnamdsa ? As for the accessory 
detail of * interval’, this would not be adopted at it simply because it is not 
possible to adopt it. So that even when there is no interval ’ at the 
One-Cake Pury.amdsa, the Updmshuydja should be performed. 


SUTRA (65). 

Also BECAUSE the connection would be with what 

has NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

Under the view in question, it would be necessary to assume that 
‘the Updmshuydja has the interval for its accessory’, which would involve 
the assumption of the connection of the Updmshuydja with the interval, 
which has not been ‘ enjoined ’ or declared as such ; i.e. we do not find the 
interval enjoined anywhere at all. From this also it follows that the 
Updmshuydja should be performed at that Purnamdsa sacrifice where there 
is only one Cake. 
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SUTRA (66): 

■: .^{PUBYAPAKSm’S ANSWER TO THE ABOVE OBJECTION] BlTT IT.WOULB ... 

' ■ BOME IN BY THE OBIGINAL INJUNCTION ITSELE ; BECAUSE THE ■ 
THING;. IB THEBE WITHOIJT. SETTING ASIDE THE AGGESSORYj— ' , 

:V; .'.V .' BECAtrSE: .THE "'INTERVAL* 'IS .ACTUALLY 'ENJOINED,--/.. 

BECAUSE ■ IT IS- CONTINGENT,— AND BECAUSE IT IS 
ONLY IN THE ABSENG-E OE IT THAT IT UOULD BE 

\ DONE WHEBE IT HAS NOT BEEN HEABD OF.” 

I 

I Ehdsya. 

\ , . 

The partible (^buf ) implies the rejection of the objection set 

forth above. . ' ' ■ 

It is not toie that the interval has not been enjoined as an accessory ; 
in fact, the U pt&77ishuydja comes into the interval by virtue of the original 
injunction itself; i.e. the interval hm declared to be the accessory 

of the Updmsh^ydja in the original injunction itself— 'One performs the 
UpdmsJmydja dfiring the interval\ — Thus it is without setting aside this 
accessory that t(he thing {Updfnshuydja) can come in; so that it could 
not come in wheAe there would be only one Cake (and hence no mterval)* 
Nor would it beec|me futile if not performed where there is only one Cake ; 
because the ' inttf rval ’ is actually present in cases where there are two 
Cakes. — Without P#, — i.e. if there were no such thing as iniervah — if there 
were no declaratiom of a case with two Cakes, then alone could the Updmshu- 
ydja be performe|d in a case where there is only one Cake; as a matter 
of fact, however, j there is the Purnaindsa with two Cakes ^ where there 
is room for the tJpdmshuydja : — hence there should be no performance of 
the Updmshuydja at a Purvfxi^ndsa where there is only one Cake.’® 

SUTRA (67). ' 

[SidDHInta] — ^AS A MATTEB OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE AT 

both; as such is the injunction. 

Bhdsya. 

The term pas a matter of fact’) implies the rejection of the 
above view. 

As a matter ' of fact, the Upd^yishuydf a should be performed at both 
kinds of Purn^amdsa sacrifice,— i.e. also at that where there is only one 
..Cake— (as at that wnere. -there are two Cakes),— Why ? ” — Because such 
is the injunctio7i; as a matter of fact, the Updmshuydja has been laid down 
as to be performed also where there is only one Cake; because that also 
is ‘ Purfbamdsa^ sacrifice (just as much as that where there are two Cakes), 
and that is all that is found in the injunctive sentence, ‘ Ajyasyaiva 
ndvupdmshu in fact, if the term ^ paurnanmsV (as 

here used) were excluded from cases where there is only on© Cake, it would 
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be an outrage; .upon; it* .From, all'.tMs it follows ..tbat the) Upamslmyaja 
should, b©;„ performed at that Faurnamdsa sacrifice also where there.. is only 
one Gake, . 

StJTRA (68). 

' Inasmuch as aocessobies abe subsebvient to the peincipal acTj 

THE DEOLAEATION SHOULD BE ' TAKEN AS QUALIFIED BY ' 

THE PHBASE ‘ WHEN POSSIBLE — AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ‘UpA VESA’. 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ interval ’ has been declared to be an accessory, which must be sub- 
servient to the principal act of the Updmshuydja ; the sense therefore is that 
the ‘interval’ should help in the performance of the Updmshiiydja 
matter of fact, however, this ‘ interval ’ cannot help the sacrifice when 
it is performed at the Paiirnamdsa with only owe [as in this case 

no interval is possible] and yet, as this also would be Bj case of ‘ Fatirna- 
mma sacrifice’, the Updmshuydja that has been laid down as to be 
performed ‘ at the Pa%irnamdsa" must be performed at that performance of 
the Paur^amdsa also whex'e there is only one Cake and having been 
laid down as to be performed ‘in the interval’, the Updmshuydja is 
also recognised as to be performed ‘in the interval’ -at the ‘ 
Faurnamdsa \ however, there can be no ‘interval’; — hence the in- 
junction lajdng down the ‘interval* as an accessory should be taken 
as qualified by the phrase ‘when possible’. — This would he as in the 
case of the ‘ Upav^a^ ; in the case of the injunction ‘One places the Pans 
with the Upavesa\ it is understood to mean that this is to be done 
‘when the Upavesa is there similarly in the case in question, the 
Updmshuydja would be performed ‘ in the interval ’ when the ‘ interval ’ 
would be there. — From all this it follows that it should be performed 
at the ‘ one-cake ’ Faurnamdsa also. 

StJTEA (69)* 

FuBTHEK, THEBE W’'OULI> BE NO TRANSGEBSSION OF THE TIME, 

AS THE "two Cakes’ are mere indicators. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “ The Updmshuydja has been declared to have the 
‘interval’ as an accessory; — hence, at the One-Cahe -Faurnamdsa^ as this 
‘ interval ’ would not be there, the Updmshuydja, even though performed, 
could not bring about its result, as it would be defective for want of 
the said accessory : — and as it would he fruitless, it should not be per- 
formed. The injunction of the Updmshuydja as to be performed ‘ in the 
interval ’ does not contain the qualifying phrase ‘ where there is interval ’ ; 
in fact, the injunction is in the unqualified form, which is applicable to 
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all cases of tlie FauT^amasar-’th.B^t at which only one Cake is used as 
well as that at which two Cakes are used. Hence at the One-Gahe Paurna- 
it would not be performed; simply because there would be no 
need for it (the * interval’ not being there).— It might be argued that — 
^ in that case, inasmuch as the performance of the Updmshuyaja would 
not be possible at it, the One-Cake Paurpamdsa should not be per- 
formed at all’. — That does not affect the case ; the performance may be 
there, but it will be fruitful only when there would be :two . Cakes {a>nd 
hence the requisite ‘interval’).” 

The answer to the above is as as follows; — There would be no per- 
formance of the Updmshuydja at the Om-Cake-PaurT^amdsa, if such per- 
formance were really defective (and hence fruitless); — as a matter of fact 
however, it is not defective, because the ‘ interval ’ has not been declared as an 
accessory of the sacrifice; it has been mentioned only as an indicator of time.y- 
the sense being that it is to be performed at the time intervening between the 
offering of the two Cakes.— “How so It is in reference to these ‘two 
Cakes’ that we have the following injunction ' — ‘ Jdmi vd efad yajnasya 
hriyate yadanvanchau puroddshaUy updmshuydjamantard yajati ’ [‘ It becomes 
a serious defect, in the sacrifice if two Cakes follow such other 

in close succession,^ — the Updmshuydja is performed in the intervar]; 
which means that the Updmshuydja should be performed in such a manner 
as to separate the two Cakes, — i.e. at that particular time. — And of this 
timcy there would he no transgression, even at the One-Cake-Paur^iamdsa . — 
“Why?” — ^The time that is indicated as ‘between the two Cakes’ (i.e, 
the ‘interval’ between them) is the same as that which comes after 
the first Cake ; under the circumstances, even though at the One-Cake 
Paurnarmsa, ‘two Cakes’ would not be there, yet the first Cake, Agneya, 
would be there ; so that the time following after this Agneya Cake would be 
that time which has been indicated by the term ‘interval’. For instance, 
when it is said — [a) ‘Come at the Ndga-tinie\ (b) ‘Come at the Shahkha- 
time\ (o) ‘Come at the though a certain village may 

not have a ^ Ndga^ or ^iShahkha^ or * Pataha\ yet the time indicated 
is understood to be just the same, and the ‘Coming’ is done at 
that time ; — in the same manner, it should be in the case in question 
also. — From all this it follows that the Updmshuydja should be per- 
formed at that Paurnamdsa sacrifice also where there is only one Cake* 

SUTRA (70). 

^ As FOE THE/ ' AVOIDING OF JImI IT IS FOB THE PEEPOSE OF 

PRAISE. 

Bhasya* 

It has been argued (under Su. 63) that“it is for the purpose of avoid- 
ing the ; this has got to be refuted. The refutation is as follows : — 

What has been referred to is in praise of the Updmshuydja, expressed figura- 
tively, and the ‘avoidance of JdmU has not been laid down as the 
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result following from it.— How so ? ” — It is only when an act -has been 
enjoined that its purpose (or result)- is laid down. — It may be argued 
that ‘Hhe- Updmshuydja itself may be regarded as enjoined”.— But that 
would involve the incongruity of the injunction of two things (syn- 
tactical split). Nor again is the ^avoiding of Jam®- a result desirable 
in itself. — From all this it. follows that it is mere praise; in the same 
manner as the Upastarana and Ahhighdrai^a have been spoken of as 
^ bringing about immortality®, in the sentence, Anirtam vd djymn, mar- 
tyam havih, yadupastrndti ahhighdrayati amrtdhutim&vaindm ha7'oti\ 

From all this it follows that the Updmshuydja should be performed at 
that Paurnamdsa also where there is only one Gake. 


End of Fdda viii of Adhydya X. 


End of Adhydya X, 



ADHYAYA XI, 

PSDA I. 


Adhikarana (1) : The result of the Darsha-Purnamdm. 
is brought up collectively by the six main sacrifices' 
that comprise iL 

SUTRA (1). 

[SiddhInta] — The ACTS though separate, should be regarded 

AvS 'ORE act’,— BECAUSE THEY ABE RELATED TO A (SIHGLE) 
PURPOSE, AND BECAUSE THEY ARE NAMED BY A 
SINGLE TERM. 

Bkdsya, 

Under Discourse X, the treatment of ‘ Excltisioa ’ and ‘'Inclusion’ has 
been finished; now under Discourse XI, we are going to deal with Tantra 
{Oomnxon, Centralisation) and Avapa (Uncommon, Decentralisation). — 
That is called ‘ Tantra’ (common, centralised) which, done once, benefits 
several things; e.g. one lamp lighted among several Brdhmanaa ; and that is 
^ Avdpa’ (uncommon, decentralised) which helps several things through 
repetition; e.g. the applying of Sandal-past© to those same several 
Brdhmanas. — ^In this connection they quote the following verse — ‘That 
which is common is Tantra; it is not prompted by the needs of other 
things; so also is Prasanga (an extended TaMra), which has its own 
injunction present Sddhdranani bhavet tantram\ Thai which is comm oil 
is ‘ Tantra this has been already explained ; — ' Pardrthe tmprai/ojakah \ 
‘ It is not prompted by the needs of other things’ ; — i.e. that which has been laid 
down for the sake of something else, and is performed for the purposes of. 
and is helpful to, that thing, — ^is not prompted by any other thing ; e.g. the 
killing of the animal is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice^ and is performed 
for the purposes of the sacrifice, and it also helps in the acts of the ‘ removal 
of blood and excreta’, though these latter are not the prompters of that 
hilling . — ‘ Bvameva prasangah ydt \ ‘So also is Prasanga’ ; but there is this 
difierene© that in the ease of Prasa?iga^ its own injimction is present ; 
though there is another injunction of its own, yet, its purpo.ses liaving }>een 
served by the injunction of the other thing (i.e. the common factor of. the 
Tantra), it is not done over again virtue of its own separate injunct ion). 
For example, the Praydjas have their performance laid down ]:>\’ the 
Injunction of 'the Pashu-sacrifice as also by the injunction of tiie ‘ Ptinhn- 
puroddsha’ ; but when they are performed for the purposes of the Pash if- 
sacrifice, they help, by that same performance, the Pashu-puroddsha o Iso,-— 
and are not performed again for the purposes of this latter (though there is 
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separate' injunction to' this e^ect). is ' dealt' with' in detail 
.under Pada i of Discourse XII.] 

\TMs is hy way of Introductiony — 

We now proceed to explain the subject-matter of the Discourse. 
It has been declared that Tantra (Common) and (Uncommon); are' 

going to be dealt with. This is what we proceed to do how. 

At the Darsha-Purnamdsa, there are six main component sacrifices-— 
the 'Agniya and the rest ; the attainment of Heaven has been declared to 
be the result of these, in the text ^Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
DansJi,a-Pwma'mdsa sacrifices’. 

The c|uestion that arises is— Does this result proceed from all the six 
sacrifices in common (collectively) ? — Or from each of them severally ? 

There are similar questions, in regard to all composite sadrifi.ees,, the 
and the. rest. 

Preliminary Objection—^ The text quoted does not speak of Heavew as 
the result at all; — the term ‘ svargalcdmaJi^ (‘ desiring heaven’) denotes the 
Person; the term ‘ yajeta^ (‘should perform the sacrifice’) denotes the 
perform.ance of the sacrifiGe,--B>nd it is these two factors {Person and 
Performance of the sacrifice) that are connected together bjr means of the 
sentence ;■ — what word then is there which speaks of the Result f” 

The answer to this is that the Result is spoken of by this same term. 
svargaJmmah^ (*' desiring heaven’). 

“ But this term denotes the Person.” 

There is no joerson of the name of ‘ 

“ But that person is svargahdma who has the desire (hdma) for heaven 
{svarga)P 

This is exactly what we do not know — who is the person having the 
desire for heaven : because it is just possible that the man who is desiring 
heaven (at one time) may he not desmng heaven (at another time). 

“ In that case, the term may be taken as indicating the time — the 
sense being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice at the time that he has the 
desire for heaven^ P 

But here also there cannot be any particular time at which a man 
must necessarily have the desire for heaven; as a matter of fact, all sorts of 
desires appear in man at all sorts of times without any restriction; so that 
no particular point of time can be taken as indicated by the term ‘desiring 

heaven 

“In that case, the term ^ svargaMmaJP may not denote the Person^ nor 
the time; it may be taken as indicating the fact that desire for the particular 
result is the incentive to action,— -the sense being that ‘ one should perform 
the scerifiee when the desire for the particular result Heaven has appeared 
in him ’ ; just as in another case it is understood that ‘ one should perform a 
certain sacrifice when the Pan is broken’.” 

This view has been completely refuted above under Sutras 6. 2. 9-10. 
Such acts as the Agnihotra and the like are essential, compulsory, — if then 
these were laid down as to be performed on the appearance of certain con- 
ditions, then this essential character of theirs would be lost; and this would 
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militate against those injunctions which lay down these acts as essential, to be 
performed ‘as long as one lives’, as also against such indicative texts as 
^Apa vd esa atipdtayet" (which are indicative of the essential and com- 

pulsory character of the Darsha^Purnamdsa sacrifices). 

The only alternative left therefore is that the term ^ ’ 

(‘ desiring heaven’) be taken as laying down the Result, 

Question — “ But how can this sentence enjoin the Besult ? ” 

Answer — The sentence ^ SvargaMmo yajeta^ (‘Desiring heaven one 
should perform sacrifice’) can mean either — (a) that ‘the jtaaw desinng 
heaven is enjoined to perform the sacrifice’, as in the sentence ‘ Lohitosnisdh 
rtvijah pracharantV (‘The red-turbaned priests go along’, the red-turbaned 
priests are enjoined to go along), — or (6) that ‘ the performance of the 
sacrifice is enjoined for the man desiring heaven"^ in the case of such 
sentences as ‘The dirty man should bathe’, ‘the hungry man should eat’ 
[the bathing is enjoined for the dirty man, and the eating for the hungry 
man]. If it be, as in (a), that ‘ the man desiring heaven is enjoined to 
perform the act’, — then, even though thus enjoined, the man may not take 
up the act ; for what man is there who would undertake so much trouble 
for a purpose not his own ? The injunction of the act therefore would be 
futile. On the other hand, if it be, as in (6), that ‘ the sacrifice is enjoined 
for the man desiring heaven \ then as the act of sacrificing would be helpful 
to the man, he would perform it as conducive to his own purpose ; and in 
this case the injunction of the act would come to serve a useful purpose. 
Further, if the sentence is taken as an injunction of the sacrifice, the direct 
denotation of the words is retained ; — whereas if the man desiring heaven is 
taken as enjoined, what is retained is the indication of Syntactical Connec- 
tion. — ^From all this it follows that the sacrifice is helpful to the man 
desiring heaven. If the sacrifice were conducive to bringing to the 
performer such benefits as several sons, cattle, landed property, food-grains 
and so forth, — and were to bring to him any one of these, — then no 
significance would attach to the term ‘ svargahdmdh^ deBinxxg heaven’), 
and it would stand for the mere man (as the agent); and in this case also, 
this term would be entirely superfluous ; as the mere man (as the agent) is 
already signified by the verb itself.— -From all this it follows that Heaven is 
the result following from the sacrifice, 

Now, in regard to the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices and other such acts, 
which comprise several minor sacrifices, there arises the question — Does the 
result follow from all these component sacrifices in common (collectively) ? 
or severally ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — -“It follows from them severally, — 
Why? — Ail these minor sacrifices, Agneya and the rest (which go to make 
up the Darsha-Purnamdsa), are principal acts, laid down by separate 
independent injunctions, and as such require separate results also ; — and 
when in close proximity to them, some such definite result as ‘Heaven’ is 
mentioned, it becomes connected with each of the said acts, as each of these 
requires a separate, result for; itself. — Hence . it, follows., that there is a 
separate result following from each of the principal acts.” 
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In answer to this, the following Siddhanta is set forth acts, though 

separate, should he regarded as * one act\ because they are related to a single 
purpose and because they are named by a single term ;- — -that is to say, though 
ijh.Q Agneya .mxdi other sacrifices are distinct from, each other, they should' be- 
regarded as ^ one act’ ; — why ? — because they are related to a single purpose^; 
"purpose’ is result,— -s,nd to the result all those sacrifices , are related- — i.e. 
connected — collectively, — In the term " aika-harmyam ’ (" one act ’), the term 
^ karma'' ("act’) really stands for the result, in the sense that it is the- 
Result that m brought about (hriyate iti karma); hence the sense is that 
those sacrifices of which the Result is one, are " one act ’, — and the character 
of being one act is ‘ aikakarmya\ which term thus means ‘ one result 

“ How do you know that the Agneya and other sacrifices are related to 
the Tmvlt coUectively ^A'' 

Because they are named by a single term; there is the single term 
Darsha-Piirnamdsa^) which signifies all these sacrifices collectively, and it 
is through this term that the sacrifices have been connected with the Result, 
in the sentence ‘ Darshapurnamdsdbhydm^ svargakdmah yafeta'* ["Desiring 
heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purxiamdsa sacrifices’] ; — and from- 
this it follows that the result follows from all the sacrifices collectively, not 
severally. For instance, when it is said that " The well should be dug by the- 
village % — inasmuch as the well-digging is laid down through the collective' 
noun * village % it is a single well that is dug by the villagers collectively, and 
each villager does not dig a separate well -the same should be the ease* 
with the text in question. 

SUTRA (2). 

[Ohfectioni — purpose verily should vary with each act, 

LIKE AUXILIARY DETAILS.” 

Bhdsya, 

""There is no such universal rule as that "whatever is related to a 
collective term pertains to the components collectively ’ ; because some 
such thing may pertain to them severally also ; e.g. when such expressions 
are used m.\Gandya snanam^ ("Bath for the clan’), ^ Gandya anulepanam^ 
("Sandal -paste for the clan’), such auxiliary details as "sandal-paste’ and 
the like, even though spoken of in connection with the collective noun " Qana ’ 
("tribe’), is not connected with the components of the tribe collectively, — 
it is, on the other hand, connected with each individual member of the clan ; so- 
that the Bathing and the Sandal-paste are repeated with each member. Thus 
then, the reason put forward,— related to a collective term — cannot prove 
either that " like auxiliary details, the Result should vary with each component 
sacrifice’, or that ‘like the well, it should be common to all’, — It is 
necessary therefore to bring forward some other reason which would lead 
definitely to one oonelusiom” 

This reason is set forth in the following Sutra: — 
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■ As SUCH, IS HOT THE IHJUNOTION, IT , CAKNOT BE SO. ' 

Bhdsya. 

In the case in question the Result is not enjoined in reference to the 
sacrifice, in the sense that ‘ one should perform the sacrifice iaith heaven ’ ; — 
in fact, it is the sacrifice that is enjoined in reference to the Result, in the 
sense that ‘one should attain heaven hy means of sacrifice\ — Why so? 
— The injunctive affix in the word ‘yajeta^ (‘should sacrifice’) enjoins the 
sacrifice by direct denotation, while it could enjoin the Result only indireetiy 
through Syntactical Gonnection ; and so long as Direct Denotation is possible. 
Indication through Syntactical Connection cannot be admitted; as what is 
expressed by Direct Denotation is the more important of the two. 

“ What would happen if the Result were enjoined ? ” 

If the Result were enjoined, then what is signified by the root ‘ yajail^ 
(i.e. the sacrifice) would be merely referred to: as there cannot be any 
connection between two things when both are enjoined or predicated ; — this 
reference could be only to the Agneya and other sacrifices which happen to be 
spoken of in close proximity to the sentence ; now these sacrifices have been 
laid down as independent of, and separate from, each other; so that the 
Result could be related to them only severaliy.— On the other hand, if it is the 
sacrifice (signified by root ^ yajatP) that is enjoined and predicated, then the 
Agneya and other sacrifices come to be enjoined by means of a collective 
name as to be performed for the purpose of securing the Result;—- and 
when they are thus enjoined, their collective character, which is pointed 
out by their proximity to each other, becomes duly significant and 
emphasised ; specially as there is no reason why it should not be significant. 

“If the sacrifices Bxe enjoined and predicated, then they cannot be 
qualified hy the name ‘ Darsha-Purnamdsa ^ as there can be no qualification 
for what is enjoined or predicated ; the reason for this being that the qualifica- 
tion also cannot but be enjoined, and there can be no connection 
between tw'o enjoined things.” 

What is the need for a ‘ qualification ’ here at all ? — when as a matter 
of fact, in close proximity to the Agneya and other sacrifices whose clet. ailed 
form is clearly, laid down, there appears the sentence ‘ one should .perform 
the Darsha‘Pm}amdsa sacrifices’, where no detailed form is perceptible, 
which fact . leads ' to' the coneiusioii that the term ^yajeta^ {‘perform sacri- 
fices’) deary denotes the group (of sacrifices, Agneya and tiie rest). 

“In that case why should the term ^ darshapurnamCtSii' foe^ tliere 
at all ? ” 

It may be regarded as useless; and as such a mere reiterativt* referenn^ : 
just like the assertions---* The divinity Indra has rained \ ‘ Tlie Atifhyd 
ends with the * One does not perform the Annydjash 

Or, it may be more reasonable to take what is indicated by Syjitac- 
tioal Connection to be what is-. enjoined by the sentence in question ; if what 
is directly denoted were taken as [the enjoined, then the term Ukirnha- 
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purnamdsa'' would become superfluous (as just sliown) ; on the other hand, if 
'what; is 'expressed by Syntactical Connection is taken to be enjoined, then 
the term ‘darshapur^amdsa^ cornea in useful as a qualification. As for 
the Sacrifice, even though it is already known as bringing about (the 
result), yet it is mentioned again;' and the cognition of the Sacrifice is 
due to the fact that the term ^ darshapufriamdsa^ denotes a Sacrifice ; 
so that in this case there is nothing that is superfluous. For this reason 
we conclude that this latter is the more reasonable view of the case. 

StJTFvA (4). 

Inasmuch as the ‘ auxiliaby ’ is subservient to another, 

—AND THERE IS INJUNCTION OE IT,— IT SHOULD 
COME IN WITH. EACH ONE OE THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTORS. 

Bhdsya, 

As for the agreement (put forward under Su. 2) tlmt it would be *like 
auxiliary details % — an auxiliary (like the Sandal -paste) is al'waj^s enjoined as 
subserving the purposes of something else, in the form of embellishing the 
Person ; in this way it serves a visible purpose ; any other explanation would 
involve the necessity of assuming an invisible (ti’anscendental) result. Thus 
then, the ^ clan ’ or * group ’ would come to serve the purpose of characterising 
the person ; and it is quite capable of characterising the person, through its 
connection with him. Now, as a matter of fact, what is connected with 
the action, is not the characterising, but the characterised, factor ; for in- 
stance, in the case of the sentence ‘Bring in the white-robed man\ where 
the ‘white robes’, which are mentioned as characterising the man, are 
not connected with the action of ‘bringing up’; in the same manner, in 
the ease in question, the clan or grotip will not be connected with the 
act (saoriflce) ; it is only the persons that would be so connected. It is 
for this reason that auxiliaries like sandal-paste and the rest vary with 
each piunoipai factor. 



Adhikabana (2) : All the mbsiMaries operate collectively. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the subsidiary details of a sacrifice, we proceed to consider 
the question — Do subsidiaries operate oolhctivly ? Or severally ? 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa :■ — 

SUTRA (5). 

[PuEVAPAKSA] — '* !^ THE CASE OE SUBSIDIABIES HOWEVEB, AS 
THEBE IS DIVEBSITY OE WOBBS, THEBE SHOULD BE 
DISTINCT BESULTS, AS IN THE CASE OE SACBmCES/^ 

Bhdsyd. 

“ As in the case of the main sacrifices, there is a single result following 
from them collectively, — not so in the case of subsidiaries; in the case of 
subsidiaries there is a distinct purpose served by each, so that there is 
a distinct result following from each of the subsidiaries. — Why ? — Because 
.there is diversity of words ; i.e. because there are distinct injunctions e.g. 
the subsidiary sacrifices have been enjoined as separate from each other, 
by such distinct mutually independent injunctions as ^Samidho yajati\ 
^ Tanunapdtam yajati \ and so forth ; as such, these subsidiaries require 
distinct purposes to be served by each of them severally, not collectively ; 
-as no such collective functioning has been anywhere spoken of. — For 
this reason these subsidiaries are recognised as related to distinct purposes, 
— as in the case of sacrifices ; — i.e. just as in the case of the sacrifices enjoined 
separately, each of them is recognised as related to a distinct result.*’ 

StJTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta]— In that case, thebe is a me'BTIS'bnce of 

PUBPOSE ; IN THIS CASE, ON THE OTHER HAND, AS 
THE PUBPOSE SERVED IS ONE AND THE SAME, 

ALL SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 'ONE ACT 

Bhdsya, 

In the ease of sacrifices, it is only right that tliere should be distinct 
results; as in their case actual texts have spoken of distinct residts — 

‘ Desiring Brahmic Glory, one should ofier cooked rice to Surya\ * Desiring 
offspring, one should offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Indra'’Atjrii \ — 
In this case (of subsidiaries) however, tM purpose served is one and the same,— 
i.e. ail the subsidiaries serve the same one purpose, of helping the principal 
..act; it is with a view to supplying the requisite help that the subsidiaries 
.have been laid down ; thus ail of them serve one and the same purpose. 
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. If ail of them serve the same purpose, they should be tieated as 
so many optional alternatives. 

The answer to this is going to be given under Sutra 17 below, where 
it will be shown how the case cannot be treated as one of option^ 

• The: conclusion therefore is that, inasmuch as all the subsidiaries serve ^ 
one and the same purpose, their result must be on© only. 

SUTRA (7). 

'' On ACCOUNT OF THE BIVERSITY OF WORDS, IT CANNOT BE SO 

IF THIS IS URGED [then the -answer is as in the next Sutra\. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 5) that— inasmuch as there 
are distinct injunctions i*elating to the subsidiaries, there should be distinct 
results following from them This has got to be refuted ; it has been 
refuted already by showing that they actually serve one and the same 
purpose. 

** It cannot be refuted thus. It is quit© possible for all the subsidiaries 
to help the Principal Sacrifice and yet serve distinct purposes ; just as the 
several active agencies — ^Kominative and the rest, — help the action Sitid yet 
each agency serves a distinct purpose.” 

[If that refutation will not refute it] then it may be refuted as 
follows— If the sentences speaking of the Samit and other subsidiary 
sacrifices laid down their performance, — the sense being that * the fSamit 
sacrifice he performed \ ‘the Tanunapdt sacrifice should be performed^, 

— then there could arise the desire to find out the purpose served by them ; 
and this desire, when arising, would naturally arise separately in regard to 
each sacrifice. As a matter of fact however, it is not the performance that 
is laid down ; it is merely the form of the sacrifices that is described — ‘ such 
and such a sacrifice comes in here’. — “Why so?” — Because there is no 
ending in the sentence in question expressing actual performance^ and because 
the performance has been laid down elsewhere. — “ Where els© has the perform- 
■mice of these been laid down?” — We shall show that under the next 
Thus then, if there is no desire to find out the purpose served by 
the subsidiaries, whence could there be any purposes? — ^Where too any 
diversity among them ? 

SUTRA (8). 

Inasmuch as the peefobmance (of the main acts) is for 
PURPOSES OF action, THERE SHOULD BE THE SAME IDEA 
(IN CONNECTION WITH SUBSIDIARIES ALSO), 

BECAUSE THESE ABE FOR THAT 
PURPOSE. 

Bhdsym 

When the per/ormance of the main sacrifices is laid down, the same 
idea should be there with the subsidiaries also; i.e. the performance of the 
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subsidiaries also should foe regarded as declared by that same declaration 
which has laid dowm the performance of the principals, — i.e. the declaration 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrihees’. — 
Why so ?— Because U is for purposes of actiofi, i.e. for the purpose of actual 
t operation. As a matter of fact, it is for the bringing afooiit of the result that 
the DaTslm-Fufi),mndsa sacrifices have been laid down, the sense being that 
" one should bring about heaven by means of the Darsha^Purnamdsa \ — On 
this there arises the desire to know — how this is to be done ? — This desire is 
fulfilled by the injunctions of the Samit and other subsidiary sacrifices — 
‘one should perform the Samit sacrifice’, ‘one should perform the 
Tanunapdt\ — ‘and this brings about the desired result’. — “Why should 
there be this ideal '^—Because these are for that purpose; i-e. these injunc- 
tions of the Samit and other subsidiaries are for that purpose, — being, as 
they are, required by it,— specially because they have no results of their own, 
and have been mentioned in close proximity to a sacrifice which is spoken 
of as leading to a particular result.— In fact, this (performance of the 
subsidiaries) constitutes the ‘ Procedure ’ of the Darsha^Pur^amdsa sacrifices 
in the fulfilment of their result ; — ‘Without the procedure, the injunction of a 
sacrifice cannot be effective ; hence what is actually enjoined is the pcr/of- 
nmme of the main sacrifice along tvith Us procedure. Thus it is established that 
the performance of the subsidiaries is enjoined by that same text which 
enjoins the performance of the main sacrifice. Such being the ease, it is 
only right that the subsidiaries also should be regarded as enjoined under 
one and the same name ; so that, just as there is only one result from all 
the main sacrifices by reason of their being connected with one name, so 
should it be in the case of the subsidiaries also. 

Says the Opponent— “ This eamiot be right.”— Why ? — 

StJTRA (9). 

'‘Because the xnjukotion oe the Pereormeb relating to the 

MAIN SACRIFICE AND THAT RELATING TO THE SUBSIBIARIES 
ARE FOR DIfFERENT FURFOSES.’! 

Bhdsya. 

“The injunction of the Performer relating to the main sacrifice is 
‘Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purp^amasa uacnhees^ ;~ 
that relating to the subsidiaries is ‘ He should perform these sacrifices along 
with their subsidiaries' these two arc /or different purposes; i.e. the 
injunction of the main sacrifice is for the purpose of obtaining the Result, 
while that of the subsidiaries is for the purpose of accomplishing the main 
sacrifice. In fact, all main sacrifices have to be enjoined in regard to the 
Result, and to be referred to in regard to the subsidiaries; — but it is not 
possible for both injunction arid ref erence to be done at one and the same 
time consequently it is not possible for one and the same text to enjoin 
the main sacrifices as well as their Procedure. So that the subsidiaries 
cannot bo included under the injunction of the main sacrifices.” 
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.Answer— What ' has been said under Su. 8 is not objectionable, it is 
quite right. 

How so ? ” 

SUTRA (10). 

BeOAITSE EVEBY ACTIVITY IS PBECEDED BY THE WOBB. 

Bhdsya. 

‘ Arambha % ^ activity is synonymous with ' vydpara ^ operation % and: 
/ kTiyd\ ‘ bringing about’. What is laid down bj^ the sentence in question 
is the performance of the sacrifice, — the injunctive verb ‘ yajeta ’ meaning, 
that ^ one should bring about Heaven by means of sacrifice’, which means 
that one should operate, act, for the purpose of obtaining Heaven ; — it is not 
known, however, what this operation is ; — now in close proximity to the said 
injunction, we find a series of actions, the reinstalling of the Fire and the 
rest, mentioned; — hence because the information is wanted and because 
the actions happen to be mentioned in close proximity, it is understood that 
these are the actions constituting the operation by which the sacrifice 
brings about Heaven. In this way the injunction of this operation (which 
is the Procedure) does not involve any syntactical split. 

Or, there need be nothing incongruous in the same injunction laying 
down the main sacrifices in regard to the Result, and the subsidiaries in 
regard to the main sacrifices. — ‘‘ How so ? ” — ^^Vhat the sentence lays down 
is the fulfilment of Heaven by means of the Darsha-Pu7'7ii,amdsa, which is 
something not already known, and the same sentence also declares the same- 
along with particular details; just as in the case of the text, ^ Etasyaiva 
rivatisu vdravantlyam agnistomasdma hrtvd pashukdmo yajeta^ [which lays- 
down the main sacrifice and also its particular details]. 

From all this it follows that the performance of the subsidiaries is 
enjoined by that same text which lays downi the performance of the main, 
sacrifice. 
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ADHiKAEAisrA (3): The Darsha-Purmmdsa and other 
sacrifices should always he performed along with 
all their subsidiaries. 

Bhdsya. 

What is going to be considered is — When the Agnihotra and such other 
acts are performed, are they to be performed along with only a few of their 
subsidiary details, or with all subsidiary details ? 

** Of this inquiry, how much has already been done ? ” 

JJndev Sutra 6* 3. I, the consideration was concentrated upon the 
‘essential and compulsory acts, Isbid down in such texts as ‘One should 
perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa as long as one lives’, — and it was in 
reference to this life-long (hence essential, compulsory) performance that it 
was considered whether it is to be done along with all the subsidiaries, or 
not ? — [and the conclusion arrived at was that it is not necessary to perform 
all the subsidiaries, only so many may be performed as one may be able to, 
perform]. — What we are going to consider on the present occasion is the 
same question in regard to such performance of the sacrifices as are under- 
taken for the purpose of acquiring a definite result, — in accordance with 
such texts as ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
the question being-— whether this (voluntary, prospective) performance of the 
sacrifice that is laid down by this text is to be done like the performance of 
the compulsory Darsha-Purmmdsa (with only such subsidiaries as ozie may 
be able to perform),— -or all the subsidiaries should be performed. 

On this question, the Pwrmpafea is as follows : — 


SUTRA (11), 

[PuEVAPAKSA]— “It MAY BE COMPLETED WITH A SINGLE SUBSIDIARY, 
ITS BEQUIEEMENTS BEING FULFILLED THEREBY ; AS IN THE 
CASE OF DIFFERENT SACRIFICES ; AMONG THOSE 
ADMISSIBLE, IT WOULD BE AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ^UTTAEl’ 

(LATER ONES).” ' 

Bhdsya. 

“ The sacrifice may hQ completed — performed — even with the help of a 
part only of the subsidiaries, — ^Why ? — Because its requirements are fulfilled 
thereby; the need for information regarding the procedure that arises on 
being told that ‘ for the purpose of obtaining heaven, one should perform 



ADHYlYA XIj'PlDA I, ADHIKABANA ( 3 ). 


2091 


the I)arsha-Furnamdsa% is supplied even by means of a single subsidiary,--* 
the procedure to be adopted is that one should perform the Samit sacrifice? ; 
similarly it might be supplied by two or three subsidiaries; the performer 
shall obtain the benefit of as many subsidiaries as he may be able to per*^ 
ioTm.—Just as in the case of different sacrifices — -Saurya, Aryamarm, Prdjd-^ 
patya, Nairrta and the like, — the performer obtains the results of Just those 
sacrifices which he is able to perform. — The mere fact of all the subsidiaries 
being mentioned in proximity to the main sacrifice does not mean that all 
the subsidiaries have to be performed. — Among those admissiblcp it would he 
as in the case of the Uttard^ (later ones); — there is the text, ® With speech; 
controlled, he milks three cows, then giving up the speech-restraint, he 
separates himself and milks the later ones in silence ’ ; and in this case, the 
performer milks as many cows as he possesses, and the needs of the term 
‘uttard' (‘later ones’) becomes duly filled by it; — similarly in the case in 
question, the performer may perfoinn as many subsidiaries as he may be 
able to do.” 

SUTRA (12). 

[Objection to the Furvapaksa] — It cannot be so, as the bbsult 
CANNOT follow’,— IE THIS IS URGED (AGAINST THE 
POrvapaksa) [then the answer of the 

Purvapaksin is as in the I 

next Sutra]. I 

Bhdsya, 

[Objection to the Furvapaksa] — If it is your view that sacrifices with| 
subsidiaries may be performed along with a part only of those subsidiaries,—: 
then that camiot be so, — Why? — In that case the result cannot follow; i.e. i 
unless a man performs all that has been laid down for the person desiring 
heaven, — ‘the man desiring heaven should do this’, — the said result 
(FLeaven) cannot follow ; because the declaration that ‘ One desiring heaven 
should perform this sacrifice’ means that all those rites of Fire-installation ! 
and the rest should be performed which have been laid down. 

SUTRA (13). 

[Objection answered by Purnapaksm}---’' IAot so; because of conneo- ; 

TION WHTH THE SAOBIFICE; HENCE THE PURPOSE WOULD 

NOT INVOLVi'ANY INCONGRUITY IN THE | 

DECLARATION.’? 

Ehdsya. \ 

“It is not right that a deficiency in the subsidiaries should lead to 
deficiency in the Result. — Why ?— Racawsc of connection with the sacrifice ; 
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as a matter of fact, the result is counected with the main mcrifice,— not 
with the suhsidiaries ^ — as is clear from the text— ‘ Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ ; the subsidiaries come in 
only as needed by the main sacrifice ; and this need can be satisfied even 
by a single subsidiary, as already pointed out above. — Such being the case, 
the pivrpose, — -i.e. {a) the help accorded (to the main sacrifice) by the 
subsidiaries, as also (5) the remltf in the shape of Heaven and the like,— 
•would not involve any incongruity in the declaration; that is to say, if the 
Darska and Purnamdsa sacrifices were taken as serving the purpose of 
bringing about the result, this would not be incompatible with the declara- 
tion * Darsha-Purnamdsdbhydm svargakdmah' (‘ Desiring to obtain heaven by 
means of the Dartsha-P'urr^arndsa sacrifices’); — and the Samit and other 
subsidiaries also, if regarded as helping the said two sacrifices, would 
not be incompatible with the declarations laying down these subsidiaries.— 
From this it follows that the absence of subsidiaries does not necessarily 
mean the absence of results.” 

SUTRA (14). 

{Objection to the Purvapaksa] — ‘ On account of there being only 

ONE TEXT [it CANNOT BE AS SUGGESTED IN THE PtTRVA- 
PAKSA] IF THIS IS URGED (AGAINST THE PURVA- 
paksa) [then the answer is as given in 
the next 

Bhdsya. 

If it is your view that “ the result follows from the Darska and Purna- 
mdsa (the main sacrifices), not from the Samit and other subsidiaries”, — 
then this cannot be right;— why ?— because there is only one text-, there is 
one text wliich lays down the performance of the Darsha-Purnamdsa wad of 
the subsidiaries, — this text being ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Darsha and Purnamdsa sacrifices ’ it is this text that has laid down 
the connection of the Result ; what reason then is there to show that 
the Result follows from the Darsha and Purnamdsa, not from the others 
(e.g. the subsidiaries) ? 

SUTRA (15). 

{Objection answered by the Purvapaksin] — Not so ; because the 
PURPOSES ARE DISTINCT; IF THEY WERE E<;^UAL, 

THERE WOULD BE NO ‘ SUBSIDIARY 
character ' AT ALL.’^ 

Bhdsya. 

“It is only the Darsha wad Purnamdsa sacrifices,— not all the subsidi- 
aries, — that are connected with the Result.— Ho w do you know that ?— What 
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we learn from the text— ‘ Desiring heaven one should perform the Dar^a- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices ’—is that the means of securing Heaven ar© the Da^sha-l 
Puri^amdsa, not the Samit and other subsidiaries ; these latter come in 
only by reason of the needs of the former sacrifices; the ^need’ is that 
of the procedure — in what manner should Heaven be brought about by; 
means of the Darsha- Purnamdsa sacrifice ? — there is no need of the mecms or \ 
instrument, as this has been already pointed out by the term ^darsha~\ 
purnamdsdbhydm\ From this it follows that the Sa?nit and other sub- 
sidiaries have no connection with the result. — In fact, if these subsidiaries: 
were connected with the result, they would be equal to the Agneya and: 
other main sacrifices ; and being thus equal, their subsidiary character it- 
self would disappear ; and in that case the assertion itself — that ^ there may ! 
be performance of the main sacrifices along with a part of the subsidiaries]^ 
also’ — would become impossible.” 


{Another explanation of Sutras 14 and 15.] 

Some people read Sutra 14 as ‘ aikakarmydt ’ [‘On account of there being 
only one action’] (instead ol * alhashahdydt \ as above) ; — according to these 
people, the meaning of the two Sutras taken together is as follows — If it is 
your (Purvapaksin’s) view that “ the subsidiaries are performed only for the 
purpose of ©quipping the main sacrifices with subsidiaries, and hence 
all (main sacrifices and subsidiaries) should be taken as one act, so that ; 
only one subsidiary may be performed, and with that on© alone, the 
main sacrifice would become ‘equipped with a subsidiary’,” [so far is 
the representation of the Purvapaksin’s idea], [then follows the refu- 
tation of this idea in Sutra 15 ] — this cannot be so ; — why ? — because the pur- 
poses are distinct ; i.e. the help rendered by the several subsidiaries is distinct ; 
if the main sacrifice is equipped with only one subsidiary the help rendered 
to it is small, whereas if it is ©quipped with several subsidiaries the help ren- 
dered to it is large. — -How do you know this ?— 1/ they were equal, there 
would be no subsidiary character at all; if the help rendered by on© and 
that rendered by several subsidiaries were the same, then only on© would 
be the subsidiary to . the main sacrifice, and the othei’s would not bear the 
subsidiary character at all; le. they would cease to be subsidiaries; and 
in that case, the declaration of these would be meaningless.— -It would 
not be right to regard these as optional alternatives; — -this is what is ex- 
plained in the following From all this it must be concluded that 

when there is a larger nnmbor subsidiaries, there is a larger result. 
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■ SUTRA: (16). 

[SlDDHxlNTA]— (a)' IhASMUCH AS THE IHJOTCTIOK IS A SINGLE 
BECLARATION, — (6) AS THEY HAVE NOT BEEN ENJOINED BY 
TEENS,— -(C) AS THEY HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF AS CON- 
STANT FAGTOBS, — (<^) AS THEIR USE INDICATES 
THEIR ADMISSIBILITY' ALL AT ONCE,— THEY 
■ SHOULD COMB IN EXACTLY AS DECLARED,— ■ : ; " 

LIKE THE ‘ NIVlTA ’ -.—CONSEQUENTLY ; 

THE PERFORMANCE OF ALL SHOULD 
BE UNDERTAKEN. 

Bhasya. 

It is not right that only a part of the subsidiaries may be performed ; 
in fact, there should be performance of all the subsidiaries ; — why ? — because 
the Injunction is a single declaration; the performance of the subsidiaries 
has been laid down by the single declaration * One should perform the 
DarshaPurni>amdsa sacrifices’; and, as already explained above, the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries is due to the needs of the main sacrifice; 
now, are these needs supplied by all those operations consisting of fire- 
installation and the other subsidiaries ? Or by only some of these? 
It cannot be the latter,— why "i-— because they have not been enjoined by 
turns; as a rhatter of fact, the subsidiaries in question have not been 
enjoined by turns ; i.e. it is not said that ‘ in some cases, one should perform 
the Samit and in another case, the Tanunapdt ’ ; they hav^, on the 
other hand, been laid down as constant factors; and as they have been 
spoken of so should they be correlated to the needs of the main sacri- 
fice.— It might be argued that — ‘‘Even though all have been spoken 
of as constant factors, it may be that only some of them are needed 
by the main sacrifice.”— But that cannot be right. — ^^¥hy ? — Because 
their use indicates their admissibility all at once ; i.e. by virtue of their 
use, which consists in the help rendered to the main sacrifices, the sub- 
sidiaries should com© in ail at once, like pigeons in their covers ; and 
there can be no differentiation as to this on© coming in and that one 
not coming in ; — hence all should come in. — They' should therefore come 
in exactly as declared, like the ‘ nivlta ’ ; in the case of the text ‘ The 
Priests operate with cloth worn in the NivUa form’, as no particular priests 
are differentiated, all tjie Priests operate ‘ with cloth worn in the Nivlta 
form’, on the ground that they are all in touch with the performance; 
— it should be the same with the case in question also, and hence 
the performance of all should! be undertaken. 

■ ■ . ;/ SUTRA (17). 

In THIS WAY WOULD 'THE INJUNCTION OF THE 'ACT BE 'FULFILLED. ' 

Bhdsya, 

It is only w-hen it is don© as above that the number of oblations 
laid down in the following text becomes compulsory, not optional— 
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‘ There are . fourteen , oblations at the Pawrimmdsa and thirteen ah tho 
Darsha^, - , ' : ■ . ■ . • ■ 

SUTRA (J8). 

Ix THE CASE OF BIFFERBNT SACRIFICES, THERE IS REPEATED 
DECLARATION* 

BJidsya. 

It has been argued (under Sutra 11) that it should be as in the 
ease of different sacrifices. — -In the case of ‘ different sacrifices ’ it is 
only right that there should be separateness; because after the declara- 
tion of the Saiirya sacrifice — " Desiring Brahmic glory, one should offer 
cooked rice to Surya, ’ — there is another declaration of the Amdragna 
sacrifice — ‘Desiring offspring, one should offer the cake baked on eleven 
pans to Indra-AgnL ’ — “ What if it is so? ” — It is because this is so 
that it is understood that these sacrifices are to be performed In- 
dependently of each other, and not jointly; and that because it is 
only after the complete injunction of the former sacrifice that there 
follows a separate injunction of the latter sacrifice. — In the case in question, 
however, by reason of the fact that the injunction of the whole set 
is a single declaration^ the only right course is that all the subsidiaries 
should be performed together collectively; and hence there is no analogy 
between this case and that of ‘different sacrifices 


SUTRA (19). 

In the case of the 'Uttara’ ('later ones’), as there is no 

DECLARATION, AND AS THE PURPOSE IS SERVED BY THE 
PARTICULAR DETAILS, — IT FOLLOWS THAT IN 
MILKING one’s COWS ONE SHOULD 
DO AS ONE PLEASES. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been asserted (in Su. 11)— -“ among those admissible it could be 
as in the case of the Uttard (later ones) ”. — It is only right that in the case 
of the ‘later ones’, on© should milk as many cows as on© possesses; — 
because there is no declaration \ i.e. in this case the milhing of the ‘ later ones ’ 
has not been enjoined, it has been only to: — why? — because the 

injunctive sentence has served its purpose by laying down the particular 
details — of resuming speech and so forth; and as such, it has not the 
capacity to lay down thQ milking of the ^ later ones'* ; in fact, if this also were 
enjoined (by the same sentence), there would b© a syntactical split. — 
As for reference, it is always to something that is already known to be 
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admissible; and the needs of the situation imply that there should be milk- 
ing of as many cows as one possesses, which also implies that there should be 
no milking of cows not belonging to the performer.— But how can there be 
a milking of all the cows one may possess (during a sacrificial performance) ? 
—This we are going to ' explain later on, under 11. 1. 49.— From all this it 
follows that one may milk as many as one pleases ; one should milk as many 
eows as one happens to possess. 


Adhikarana (4) : ‘ Prospective ’ acts may be repeated over 

and over again. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to ‘ prospective ’ sacrifices [sacrifices laid down as to be per- 
formed for the obtaining of a definite reward], there arises the following 
question — Is the prospective sacrifice to be performed only once ? Or 
may it be repeated again and again by a person desiring a larger reward ? 

On this question, the Siddhdnta is as follows : — 

SUTRA (20). 

In the case oe a sacrifice, there should be results following 

FROM EACH PERFORMANCE, AS IN THE CASE OF AGRICULTURAL 
OPERATIONS, — BECAUSE THEY ARB BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY THE PERFORMANCE. 

Bhasya. 

In the case of a prospective sacrifice, there should be a distinct result 
following from each performance of it, — ^because results are brought about by 
the performance; as a matter of fact, results are brought about by the 
performance of the sacrifice. — How do you know this ? ’’ — Before the 
performance of the act, the result is not there ; — if it were there already, 
there would be no need for the performance of the act ; — that it comes after 
the performance is learnt from the Vedic text what does not exist before 
the act, and comes after the act, is regarded as brought about by that act ; 
— as in the case of agricultural operations, — i.e. grains are brought about by 
agricultural operations. — Under the circumstances, if what is not already 
there is brought about by the sacrifice, then this should be so again and 
again, as in the case of grains. 

SUTRA (21). 

Thus TOO there would be a justification * fob the particular 

POSITION ASSIGNED TO THE PERFORMANCE, BY VIRTUE OF ITS 
BEING SOMETHING TO BE DONE. 

Bhasya, 

It is only when this is done that it is possible for the actions when per- 
formed repeatedly to be assigned a particular position ; and then alone 
would texts like the following be justified—* Of these, for those who perform 
the sacrifice first, is the Atirdtrai for those who perform it for the 

second time, it is ; such expressions as ^performing first’ and *p6r- 
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forming ' a second : time ’ : are possible only when there is repeated ' per- 
formance. —From this it folows that one may repeat the sacrifice as often 
as one likes. 

StJTRA (22). 

[Purmpahsa argument against Siddhanta — continued] — But it 
SHOULD BE' OHCE ONLY; AS THE PUEPOSE IS EULEILLED ■ 
THEBEBYj — AS IN THE CASE OF SUBSIDIAEIES.'’ 

Bhdsya. 

‘‘As a matter of fact, the Prospective Sacrifice should be performed 
once only ; — -why ?■ — because the purpose is fulfilled thereby, — i.e. the purpose 
of the injunction is served by the single performance of the sacrifice; and 
when it has been so fulfilled, there can be no need for doing it again.— 
* What is the purpose of the Injunction V — It is the result accruing to the 
performer of the sacrifice, and the result accruing to the performer 
of the Homa- offering. — ‘How so?’ — The ac!5 to be performed is spoken 
of by the verbal root in such injunctive verbs as ‘ yajeta ’ (‘ should sacrifice ’), 
^ juhuydt^ (‘should pour oblations the performer is spoken of by the 
affix in the verb ; as between these two, the performer is the predominant^ 
and the action, the subordinate, factor there being the general principle 
that the basic root and the affix conjointly express what is denoted by 
the affix ; such use also as ^ pachati devadattah\ where the nominative comes 
after the verb, is possible only when the performer is the predominant factor ; 
it is for this reason that the result is spoken of as accruing to the performer 
of the sacrifice and the performer of the Homa, The man has become 
such a performer of the sacrifice and of the Homa by doing the acts only 
once ; — ^under the circumstances, any second or later performance would be 
entirely useless, — ^the purpose having been already fulfilled,— as in the 
case of subsidiaries ; i.e. the subsidiaries are performed only for the purpose 
of making the Main Sacrifice equipped with subsidiaries, and when this 
is accomplished by the single performance of the subsidiaries, these are 
not repeated ; and it should be the same in the case in question also.* 

SUTRA (23). 

[Purvapa/csa argument-^concluded] — ‘"Such is the siGNmoATioN 

OF WOBDS IN ORDINARY LIFE ALSO.” 

Bhdsya, 

In common parlance also, the signification of words is the same; 
when, for instance, it is said ‘Bring fuel,’ the man asked to do so brings 
it only once, not again and again.” . 


ABHYlYA XI,. PlBA I, ABHIKABANA (4) . 


2099 


SUTRA (24). 

[Purvapaksa argumenU refuted] — In fact, in the belationship 

IK QUBSTIOK, ONE SHO0LB BE EKBEEStOOB TO DO AS^ HE , 
pleases; — AS THEBE IS KO BEOLABATION ; IK 
THE INJUNCTIONS THEBE COULD BE ONLY 
GENERAL DBCLABATIONS. 

Bhasya, 

In fact, it cannot be that in the matter of the relationship between the 
act and the man seeking for reward, the man should undertake the act once 
only ; he should he understood to do as he pleases, — he ma>’ do the act once 
or several times; if he desires large rewards, he would do it several times; 
while if he is contented with a small reward, he would do it only once, — 
Why so ? — Because there is no declaration; i.e. what is declared in the sen- 
tence is not the result accruing to the performer of the Sacrifice or of the 
Homa. — As for the principle that ‘ the basic root and the affix jointly express 
what is denoted by the affix’, this is true onty of such names (nouns) as are 
based upon the presence of some action,-— e.g. ‘ cooker ‘ chopper’ and the 
like; — -in the case of Verbs, neither the Agent nor the Action is the pre- 
dominant factor ; the predominant factor in all verbs is Being, and as such 
what it expresses is the Re m <7 (coming into existence) of something; as what 
IS required is a number of contributory causes possessed of this Being; — 
so that when the verb ^yajUa' {‘should sacrifice’) is there, it is 
required to know — {a) by what one is to sacrifice — (6) for what purpose, — 
and (e) how. In case the performing Agent were the predominant factor, 
as there would be no action to be done, there would be no need to 
find out its contributory causes. For instance, in regard to the term 
‘ Cooker, ’ one does not need to know — hy what — for ivhat purpose — 
and how. In fact, what is expressed is the Being or bringing into 
existence oi the Result, not of the Action; as the Action is spoken of 

with the Instrumental Ending, — as we find in the case of such ex- 
pressions as * Udbhidd yafetdfi ^ Balabhidd yajetd\ If the Action were 

meant to be what m brought into existence, then it should have been 

spoken of with the Accusative •Ending. — ^It is Heaven which is tlie result 
desired to be attained; as it is this that is spoken of along with the 
term ‘ Kdma^ (‘Desire’), in the compound ‘ Svargakdmah^ (‘Desiring 
heaven’). Thus the meaning of the injunction comes to be this — 
‘ Desiring heaven, one should bring about this heaven by means of the 
Sacrifice’; what is to he brought into existence is clearly something 
not already extant ; as what is already extant cannot be brought into 
existence. If then, a non-existing thing has to‘ be brought into exist- 
ence, it could be brought about again and again ; as we find in the 
case of agricultural operations. Hence we conclude that when a man 
is seeking for a result, he shbuld repeat, as often as he pleases, the 
act calculated to bring about that result. If there were any rule where- 
by the act should be done once only,— then in the case of the in- 
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jiiaction of the Gaufy {m the Atiratra)-—^ Qi these, those who perform 
the Sacrifice for the first time, etc.,’— these sentences would have to 
be regarded as optional alternatives to the sentence ^ Perform the sacrifice 
for the second time’: and this would involve a syntactical split, the 
construction necessitated being — ‘Those who perform the sacrifice for the 
second time, for these, the Qauh, Cow, is the Atirdtra^ (which would be 
absurd). 

SUTRA (25). 

In THE CASE OF SUBSIDIABIES, IT IS SO ON ACCOUNT OF THEBE 
BEING A SINGLE ‘ WOEB 

BJmsya. 

As for the argument (urged in Su. 22) that “it should be as in the 
case of subsidiaries,”^ — in the case of subsidiaries, it is only right that they 
should be performed only once, — as there is a single word; Le. in that case 
there is a single ‘word* (text) laying down the main sacrifices and the 
subsidiaries, — the subsidiaries being included by the requirements of each 
case; as we have explained already; and these requirements are met by 
the subsidiaries once for all; hence there is no reason for these being re 
peated again and again. — In the case in question, however, the action 
(Sacrifice) in question is productive of the Result which has not been in 
existence ; and hence there is no incongruity in a fresh result appearing 
after each performance ; so that the reason put forward is found to be 
fallacious and hence there is no analogy to the case of subsidiaries. 

StJTRA (26). 

In OBBINABY life, the action is BETEBMINEB by the NEED. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been urged (under Su. 23) that “it would be as in ordinar}^ 
life” ; but in ordinary life, the action is determined by the need ; so that if 
there is need for it, the man brings the fuel repeatedly even though he has 
been told to bring it only once, — and even though told to bring it repeated- 
ly, he brings it only once (if the needs are met by it), — and oven though 
told to bring fuel, he may not bring it at all (if he finds that all the fuel 
needed is already there). — In the case in question, however, where matters 
are determined by verbal texts, the action undertaken has to be in strict 
accordance with the texts; hence the example of ‘ordinary life’ is not 
germane to the point at all. 



Abhikarana (5): ^Threshing' and such acts have to be 
repeated till the Rice is obtained. 

SUTRA (27). 

The actions are subservient to the rurfose, — and the 

FURFOSE IS FERCEPTIBLE ; HENCE THE ACTIONS SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS COMPLETED ONLY ON THE 
ACCOMPLISHMENT OP THE PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In the case of actions with a visible purpose, — such as are laid dow’n in 
the texts (a) " Threshes the vrlhi corn % (6) * Pounds the rice % and so forth, — 
the performance should be repeated (a) till the Rice is obtained and (6) till 
the Flour is obtained. — Why so? — Because in these cases, the purpose to be 
served (the result to be obtained) is a perceptible one, — in the shape of Eice 
and Flour ; it is these that are needed ; as what has got to be secured is the 
Cake (which cannot be got without the Rice and the Flour). Hence it is 
understood that the performance of the acts (of Threshing and Pounding) is 
for the said purpose only. Under the circumstances, if the act of Thresh- 
ing were abandoned after once raising the pestle and letting it fall upon the 
grains,-— or if the pounding were abandoned after once rubbing the pounding 
stone up and down, — then the purpose to be served by these acts would not 
be accomplished at all. Hence the actions should be regarded as completed 
only on the accomplishment of the said purpose, i.e. they should be repeated 
till the and the F/owr have been secured. 




Adhikabana (6): Such "Threshing^ and other acts 
as are meant for bringing about ‘ unseen ’ results 
should he performed only once. 

StJTRA (28). 

Whbeb the meeb act is enjoined, and theee is no visible 

EESIJLT, THE ACTION WOULD BE COMPLETE BY DOING 
EXACTLY AS LAID DOWN. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case however where no visible result is effected, — e.g. in the case 
of the injunction ‘Filling the mortar of Udumbara wood with all kinds of 
herbs he threshes the grain, and places it therein — the obtaining of Rice is 
not what is meant, — there being no injunction of any such thing as the Cake 
for which the Rice would be required hence, in this case, the single 
performance of the act fulfils the purposes of the injunction, and there 
need be no repetition of it. — There are some people however in whose 
opinion the action of ‘‘Threshing ’ stands for that raising and letting 
fall of the mortar which brings out the Rice ; and according to these people, 
even in the case cited, the act has to be repeated till the Rice is obtained. — 
This opinion, however, is not a sound one ; because we find the term ‘ threshes ’ 
(‘ amhanti’) used even where there is no rice concerned ; e.g. in such expres- 
sions as — ‘ Kasdyamavahanti ’, ‘ Klnvamamhanti \ — Nor can such usage of the 
term ‘ avahanti ’ be treated as figurative ; as there is nothing to distinguish it 
from the other use of it ; as in both cases etymologically the term ‘ avahanti ’ 
is understood to signify the act of Threshing only ; nor is the term as a whole 
{apart from its etymology) known to have any other signification. As a 
matter of fact, in most cases the term is used in the sense of that threshing 
which brings out Rice. Hence the opinion (of some people) referred to 
must be wrong. 



Adhikaeana (7) : Subsidiaries like the ‘ Praydja ’ 
should he performed only once. 

Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Praydja and other snoh subsidiaries, we proceed to 
consider the following quesbion — Should these be performed only once ? or 
should there be repetition, even though no such repetition has been 
enjoined ? . ■ . , 

In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Sutra, 
the answer to this question is that there should he only one performance. 

As against this Siddhanta, there is the following Purvapaksa : — 

SUTRA (29): 

[PtiBVAPAKSA] — ''I f the act is BBPBATEI), thebe WOHItl) be 
LABGEKESS IH THE BESHLT BY INFE.BENCE— AS IN THE 
CASE OF SACBIFICES.” 

Bhdsya. 

There should be repetition; — why ? — because when there is repetition, 
larger results follow. — ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — -By inference, — ^ What is 
that Inference ? ’ — It is this— Before the performance of the Subsidiary there 
•was no help rendered to the Main Sacrifice, — such help comes about after 
that performance, — hence it is concluded that the help has been rendered 
by the Subsidiary;^ — and if it is so done, then the Subsidiarj?' should be per- 
formed again and again; — as in the case of sacrifices; i.e. just as in the case 
of such sacrifices as the Saurya and the like, the result is brought about by 
the Sacrifice and hence the repetition of the Sacrifice brings about larger 
results, — so should it be in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiddhInta] — In fact, it should be only once ; because 

THE INCENTIVE IS ONE ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the subsidiary should be performed once only, not repeatedly; 
— ‘‘why?” — because the incentive is one only ; the only incentive to the per- 
formance of subsidiaries consists in the help that they render to the 
main s/icrifices. — “What is it ? It is that whereby the main sacrifices 
bring about the result. — Now this help having been rendered by the 
subsidiary performed once, the main sacrifices, thus helped, bring about 
the results ; so that there need be no further performance of the sub- 
sidiary. If, on the other hand, the help has not been rendered, then 
there is all the less reason for its repetition; because when the sub- 
sidiary has not rendered any help in its first performance, what hope can 
there be that it will render it when performed again ? 
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SUTRA (31). 

■ If thebe webe itngebtainty,.'then, thebe would be ho 

^ LIMITATIOH OF THE EXTENT OF THE SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

If there were uncertainty, — as to the subsidiary being performed once or 
several times,— then there could be no such limitation of the extent of the 
sacrifice as we find asserted as a settled fact, in the declaration — There are 
fourteen offerings at the Paurn^amdsa sacrifice, and thirteen at the Darsha ’ ;■ — ■ 
Even if there were such a statement, it could be only partly true ; and that 
would militate against the exact form of the sacrifice. — Hence there should 
be no repetition. 

SUTRA (32), 

Inasmuch as the result is brought about by action, 

THERE WOULD BE DIVERSITY OF RESULTS IN THE 
CASE OF SACRIFICES.. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (in Su. 29) that “ it should be as in the case of sacri- 
fices”. — But in the case of sacrifices, it is only right that there should be 
repetition ; because the result is h^'ought about by action ; in the case of sacri- 
fices, the result is brought about by the undertaking of the act ; so that by 
another undertaking, another result would be brought about. — In the case 
of the subsidiary, on the other hand, the only well-defined result is that it 
should render the main sacrifice capable of bringing about the desired 
result ; and if this has been done by a single performance, thei'e need be no 
other performance; — so that the reason put forward is found to be falla- 
cious ; and hence the citing of the example of ‘ sacrifices ’ is not right. 

SUTRA (33). 

[Objection] — '‘It is not so; the repetition is positively useful; 

THE repetition WOULD BE USELESS IF THE PURPOSE SERVED 
WERE ONE AND THE SAME; AS IN THE CASE OF ‘ EaTING 
ONCE ’ ; THERE IS HOWEVER NO LIMIT TO THE PUR- 
POSE SERVED, AND INASMUCH AS IT SERVES THE 
PURPOSE OF INCITING EFFICIENCY IN THE MaiN 

Sacrifice, — there should be no 

RESTRICTION.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Pwmpafem— “It has been argued (by the Siddhantin) that 
the purpose having been served by the single performance, a repetition would 
be useless.— Our answer to this is as follows:— rfe repetition, of the whole 
host of subsidiaries, is positively useful,— and such repetition is not use- 
less.— How so l-iTAe repetition would he useless if the purpose served 
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were one^ and the same ; i.e. if - the repeated performance' of the subsidiary 
served the same purpose as its single performance, then the repetition 
would be useless ; — just as in the case of ‘ eating once ’ ; the eating, if 
repeated at once (immediately after the first eating), brings about the 
same satisfaction (no more or less); and hence it is not repeated.— In 
the case in question, however, there is no limit to the purpose served ; 
Le. there is no such idea as that "the subsidiary renders just this 
much : of help — ‘But there is the idea that it renders just as much 
help as. enables the Main Sacrifice, to bring "about the result True, 
that is so ; but inasmuch as it serves the purpose of inciting efficiency in 
the main sacrifice, there should be no restriction; i.e. the Subsidiary is 
meant for inciting that efficiency in the Main Sacrifice which leads to 
the accomplishment of the result; — this result of the Main Sacrifice can 
have no limit; — being larger when the help rendered by the subsidiaries 
is larger, and smaller when the help is smaller. If the subsidiary is 
repeated, the help rendered by it is certainly larger,— as it is the effect 
of that; hence there should be no restriction— as to the performance of 
the subsidiary being once only or repeatedJ^^ 

SUTRA (34). 

\PuTvapahsirC s answer to Siddhdnta argument in 31]—^* Ox 
AOOOUXT OF SEFABATEXESS, THEBE WOULB BE LBIITATIOX 
OX THE BASIS OF THE IXJUXCTIOX.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It has been argued (by the Siddhdntin in Su. 31) that repetition 
would be incompatible with the statement of the exact number of 
oblations. — The answer to this is that on account of the separateness 
of the help rendered, it is only reasonable that there should be repetition ; 
the statement of the precise number of oblations can be a mere reiterative 
reference; and this reference is to the injunctions of the oblations, — 
of fourteen oblations at the Paurnamdsa, and of thirteen at the Darsh; — 
so that the precise number mentioned cannot pertain to the oblations, 
it can pertain figuratively only to the injunctions of the oblations/* 

StJTRA (35). 

[Siddhdntin’ s answer to the Purmpahsa objections } — Ix eeality, 
THEBE SHOULB BE XO BBFBTITIOX, AS THE BECLABATIOX OF 
PBOCEBUBE IS OXE: O-XLY, AXB' ALB HAVE BEEX BXJOIXBB 
SIMULTAXEOtrSLY,— AS THE ACTIOX HAS XO BESHLT OF 
ITS OWX; — AXB, YET IT-IS 'FEBFORMBB, AS IT 
HELFS THE MaIX ' ACTIOX. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality there should he no repetition of the subsidiaries; — why? — ■ 
because the declaration of procedure is on^ only ; i.e. there is only one declara- 
44 
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tion of the 'Subsidiaries and the-, main actions;— and this being only 
one^ they are all enjoined simultaneously; the form of the injunction 
being—* one should perform such and such a sacrifice along with its 
subsidiaries ’ ; — such being the case,, the sacrifice having become equipped 
With its subsidiaries, through the single performance of these latter, 
there can be no need for performing them again. — ** But there would 
be larger help rendered by the repeated act.” — If the subsidiaries 
were to render invisible help, then, in that case the possibility of larger 
help could be inferred; as a matter of fact, the help that the sub- 
sidiaries render is the visible one of rendering the Main Sacrifice ‘equipped 
with subsidiaries * ; and this ‘equipment with subsidiaries’ remains just 
the same even when there is repetition, — and it is this, that is related 
to the Result ; — the injunction being that ‘ one should perform the sacrifices 
along with subsidiaries^; not that *one should perform the subsidiaries ’ ; 
the only purpose served by the subsidiaries is that they bring about 
the said ‘ equipment ’ in the main sacrifice. 

The above explanation of the Sutra is open to the following objection: — 
At the time that the Praydjas (subsidiaries) are performed, neither the 
Main Sacrifice nor the resultant Apurva is there at the time that 
the Main Sacrifice or the resultant Apurva is there, the Praydjas are 
not there ; — so that, at the time that the Samit and the rest are there 
without the ‘unseen’ factor, the ‘Equipment of subsidiaries’ is not there; 
how then could there be any help (rendered by the subsidiaries)? — 
Further, if the Sacrifice were the only factor in the subsidiaries, and 
there were no Apurva, — then it would mean that there is nothing, no Genera! 
Law, to indicate the performance of the Istis and the Pashubandhas as 
subsidiaxues of the Soma-sacrifice, When there is no Apurva, there is no 
need for the Procedure; and the procedure of the Sacrifice itself being 
already known, no procedure would be indicated by any General Law ; — 
and this would not be compatible with the following declarations — (a) ‘ For 
him there are a hundred Praydjas’,— (b) ‘One offers the Samistayajus’, — 
(c) ‘Having offered the Paridhis, he offers the Hdriyojana’. 

In view of these objections, the Sutra should be explained as follows : — 
There should be no repetition of the subsidiaries, as the declaration of 
procedure is only one; there is only one declaration of procedure relating 
to the subsidiaries and the Main Sacrifices ; and as this is one only, there 
is simultaneous injunction of the whole set of subsidiarj?- and main 
sacrifices ; — of the main sacrifices, there is no repetition, — why ? — because 
what has been laid down in the text ‘ Desiring heaven, one should perform 
the Darsha-Puf'itamdsa’ is fulfilled by the single performance of the 
Main Sacrifices (like the Darsha-Pur^i^amdsa) ; — and when the purpose 
of the injunction has been accomplished, the result invariabty follows; 
so that there can be no need for repeating the sacrifice. Similarly in 
the case of subsidiaries also, when they have been performed once, the 
injunctions of those have been fulfilled ; — those having been fulfilled, the 
result that had been understood as following from the subsidiaries, should 
be regarded as accomplished; and such being the case, any repetition 
of it would be useless. — As for the argument that the repetition would 
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bring about larger results, — that cannot be right; the help rendered hy 
the subsidiaries is effective in the bringing about of , that result which 
follows from the Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices, — and not in the appearance 
of any fresh result; if a. fresh result were brought about by the subsidiaries, 
that would be the result of the subsidiaries themselves; as a matter of 
fact, however, subsidiaries have no results of their own; all that they 
do is to render some sort of an imperceptible help to the main sacrifices in 
the bringing about of their results; — this help having been rendered by 
the first performance, there can be no largeness of results due to the 
repeated performance of the subsidiaries. 


SUTRA (36). 

lObjection ] — '' Really thebe, should be' bebetition ; as 

' SIXG-LEEESS OE PEBEOBMANCE ' HAS BEEX SEOEEH OF 
m COEEECTIOE A¥ITH ^ CHOPPING SPBINELING ' 

AND ‘slicing’.” 

Bhdsya. 

Really there should he repetition of the subsidiaries. — Why ? — Because 
(a) in connection with the Pitryajna, we read — ‘ The grass is chopped 
once’; — -(5) in connection with the Amiydja, it is said ‘ Sprinkles the 
Paridhis once^ ; — (c) in connection with the Svistahrt, it is said — ^From the 
second half, one slices once ’.—All these declarations would have some sens© 
only if there were repeated performance of subsidiaries (in other cases). — 
From this it follows that there should be repetition.” 

StJTRA (37). 

[Objection answered] — In bbality, thebe .should be no bbpetitxon ; 

AS (IN THE CASES CITED) IT HAS GOT TO BE SPECIALLY MENTIONED. 

Bhdsya, 

On account of reasons already adduced, there should be no repetition 
of subsidiaries.*— It has been argued that ‘‘ the declaration of ‘ singleness ’ 
in connection with Chopping, etc., indicates that there should be repetition 
■ in other cases”.— Our answer; to this is as : follows — -Even when there 
is no repetition of suhsidiavies, Singleness has got to be declared in 
connection with the Chopping, etc., because at the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
the grass used is that Chopped repeatedly, and as this is the archetype 
of the Pitpjajfha, at this latter also the grass would appear to be ‘repeatedly 
chopped * ; it is with a view to exclude this possibility that the singleness 
of the chopping ha% got to be emphasised,— Similarly in connection with 
the Praydjas, the sprinkling has been laid down as to be done ‘ thrice ’ ; — 
the same would come in at the Anuydjas also; hence with a view to 
exclude this ‘threefoldness’, it is necessary to stress the smgleness, — 
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Similariy * Two slicings ’ ' ha\nng been laid down without special refer- 
ence to any sacrifice, the same becomes admissible at the Svistakrt also ; 
hence in order to exclude this, singleness has got to be emphasised,— 
From all this, it follows that it is not reasonable to deduce that there 
should be repetition simply from the declaration of ‘singleness’ in connec- 
tion with ‘ chopping % ‘ sprinkling ’ and ‘ slicing 



Adhikarana (8) : The Plural number in terms like 
‘ Kapihjaldn ’ stands for Three : ‘Kapihjala-nydya 

Bhdsya, 

' There is the text — ^’Vasdntdya Jcapinjaldn dlabhate^ [‘Sacrifices the 
Kapinjala-birds to VarSanta^J, — In regard to this, we consider the following 
question — should th7*ee or four or five birds b© sacrificed, by option ? or 
should only three be sacrificed ? On this question, the Purmpahm is as 
■follows : — 

SUTRA (38). 

[PUBVAPAKSA — COfltmued ] — ‘‘As the PLTTBAL NTJMBEB makes AIJa 
ADMISSIBLE, THERE SHOULD BE OPTIOH.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘‘The animals should be sacrificed optionally. — Why ? — Because all are 
admissible; all the several numbers are made admissible by the presence of 
the Plural Number ; i.e. all the numbers are equally expressed by the Plural 
ending ; as it is so used everywhere. — ^It is impossible to adopt all the 
numbers simultaneously ; hence there should be option (among the several 
numbers signified by the Plural ending). 

Objection — ‘This would involve the absurdity that the same term 
would have several denotations, which cannot be right.’ — Answer — True, it 
is so ; but this contingency has to be adopted, as there is no way out 
of it. — ‘If it is admitted because there is no way out of it, then it 
should not be admitted if there is a way out of it ; there is, however, 
this way out of it — that ‘the Plural ending be taken as really standing 
for Three and as applying to Four and other numbers by reason of 
the presence in these of Threed — This cannot be right ; if the Plural 
ending really denoted Three, then there could be no such expressions 
m ^ chatvdro brdh^narfdh'' {‘ Four Brahmanas’) [where the Plural ending 
in ‘hrdhmaT^dh^ appears along with the number Four]; as, ex hypothesi, 
the word ‘brdhmandh^ would mean Three Brahmanas, while the word 
‘ Chatvdrah^ would mean Four; and there can be no co-ordination between 
‘Three’ and ‘Four’; and there can be no such assertion as ‘Four is 
Three — So also with the other numbers.— ‘ The said co-ordination would 
be possible figuratively; just as in the case of the expression Nyagrodhah 
Ksetram {The Banyan-tree is the field); Three will indirectly (figuratively) 
indicate Four, by reason of concomitance,— That may be so; but indirect 
(figurative) indication would have to be admitted. — ‘What can be done? 
It will have to be admitted, as there is no way out of it*. — But so 
long as there is a way out of it, it should not be admitted; and there 
is this way out of it that the Plural Number denotes plurality, and as all 
the numbers in question [Three onwards) are plural, the required eo-ordina. 
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tioii would bo direct (not figurative). — ‘ If PlwTality were so understooci 
as expressed^-— what would be that plurality ? ’ — Plurality would be increase^ 
aggregation, eircess.— ‘ How ? * — The root ^hamhatV which denotes increase 
drops , the nasal ‘ m ’ ■ (according to Unadi-Sutra, L 29), and it is from this 
root that the term ‘hahu^ is derived; *hdhu^ thus means increased, 

\ in excess ;~^a>U these numbers, Three onwards, are in excess, and hence 
expressed by the term ^ hahu\—^ This hahu in the sense of in excess, is 
a relative term; what is in excess in relation to one thing or number 
would not-in-excess in relation to another’. — ^True, that is so; where 
a thing is in excess in relation to one thing is never not-in-excess in 
relation to that same thing. For instance, the ‘Northern ’ Kuru-Country is 
so called in relation to the ‘Southern’ Kuru-Gountry \ but that does 
not mean that there is no other Country to the north of the former ; 
and yet, as having a fixed correlation, the country does not abandon its 
‘Northern’ character. Similarly ‘Three’ and the higher numbers are 
^hahu’^ (‘ plural ’) in relation to ‘Two’, and they never cease to be 
‘plural’. — ‘But how do you know that the plurality oi Three mid the 
rest is in relation to Two ? ’ — .Answer— There is such relationship only 
among things of the same kind ; when for instance, it is said that 
‘Devadatta is strong’, what is meant is, not that he is powerful in 
relation or comparison to the Elephant or the Lion, but in relation to 
things of the same kind, that is, men. Similarly a Number can have 
Plurality only in relation to a Number ; tliis correlation cannot be with ‘ one ’ ; 
because there is no plurality perceived in two things i — Plurality however 
is actually perceived in all the numbers, from Three onwards ; from this it is 
concluded that plurality is in relation to Two, 

“ This Plurality is what is expressed by the Plural Number (in ‘ Kapin- 
jaldn ^). — ‘ How ? ’-—Because it is present when the other is present and absent 
when the other is absent; for instance , in ‘ Three’ onwards, the Plurality is 
there, and so is the Plural Number,— while in ‘ Two ’ and ‘ One ’, there is no 
Plurality andlno Plural Number. In fact, it is only in this sense that the name 
* Bahuvachana^ (‘Plural Number’) becomes applicable (the term ^hahuvachana^ 
exactly meaning ‘ expressive of many^). To the same end is the declaration 
of authoritative persons— ‘ Bahmu vachanam ’ [‘ The plural number is used 
when thei*e is a plurality of things’] {Pdnini 1. 4. 21). — If ‘three ’ were all 
that was expressed by the Plural Number, then the authoritative person 
should have used the words ■ Trisu bahuvachanam^ [‘The Plural Number 
is used when there are three things^]; as this would have been simpler 
and more definite. ' 

“Prom all this it follows that the birds spoken of are ‘many’ as 

in relation to ‘two’; and it is established that Plurality subsists in 

the numbers ‘ Three’ and onwards. — In this way no term would have more 
than one meaning; and as all numbers would be included under ‘many’, 
there would no indirect figurative indication anywhere. 

“It might be argued that— ‘when only is meant’ the Plural 
Number alone is used without any additional word (as in Brahmanah, 

or Lapihjaldn dZa6Mi?a), while when it stands for /owr or more, it is 

accompanied by another word, as ^chatvdro brdhmai^dhf, {Pour, Brdh^ 
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This however would not be true; as in the case of Three 
also, we find the additional word — e.g. * Trayo lohah^ Three 'Regions*), 
^Trayo veddh^ Three Vedas’). If the' Plural Number, without an addi- 
tional word, denoted ‘ Three then there would be no such discussion 
as the present one, in regard to the exact signification of the sentence 
Yasantdya kapihjaldn alahheta ’ ; just as in regard to this same sentence 
we do not proceed to discuss whether' what are to be sacrificed are 
KapihjalaSs or peacocks or pigeons ; — ^and why? — simply because we are 
sure that neither peacocks nor pigeons are denoted by the term Kapihjala\ 
Similarly in the case in question, if we were sure that the Plural Number 
denotes three^ and no other number,, then, as in the former case, there 
need be no discussion at all”. 


SUTRA (39). 

[PUbvapaksa- — continued }— ‘But such use is^ actually 
FOUXD' -IF THIS IS 'UBGED [then the answ'cr is ' , 
as in the next Sutra}?' 

Bhdsya, 

^^1% might be argued that — ^The Plural Number is actually found to 
be used in the sense of Four onwards ; — in such expressions, as Four 
Brdhmanas; hence the present discussion becomes necessary.’: 

[The answer to this is as follows] — ^ 


SUTRA (40). 

[FdBVAPAKSA — continued } — ^^“'So also in the peesent case.’' 

Bhdsya, 

‘^^In the case in question also, the term ^ Kapinjala^ is found used in 
the sense of the Pigeon and the Peacock ; for instance, when a large pigeon is 
described, it is said 'This is a Kapihjala^ not & pigeon’ ; similarly when a 
small, peacock is described, it is said' 'This is a Kapihjala, not a peacock’.” 

StJTRA (41). 

[PUEVAPAKSA-~COWlm^^^^ ThaT AS.^TQ-UEATIVE USE — IF THIS 

IS UBGED [then the answer is as in the next Sutra}?' 

Bhdsya, 

" Says the Opponent — ' In the cases cited, the term ^Kapihjala' is used 
figuratively ; and no questions can be raised ' regarding the figurative use 
of words’. 

" [The answer to this is as follows]— 
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■ -SUTRA (m:). 

[V\jRyATAKSA--conchided]—'^ also in the othbb case,’’ 

BMsya, 

regard to the other case, — that of the expression ‘Four Brali- 
m anas ’-—it has been pointed that it is a figurative nse of the Plural ISTumber ; 
and so no question can be raised against the figurative use of words. 

‘‘Then again, what is expressed by the numher (Singular, Dual, or 
Plural) is that number which is related to the thing denoted by the basic 
noun, — as in the word ^hrdhmanah'' in some cases, it is the denotation 
of the basic noun itself that is expressed by the Number,— as in the 
case of the words ‘ehah’’ {One>)x *dvau^ (Two) ; the number Three however is 
not denoted by the basic noun (in the expression \chatvdro brdhmaTidh^) ; 
nor is it the number related to it; hence no such expression as ‘ Chatvdrah^ 
can be possible.-— It might be argued that — ‘ among four, three also comes in 
as its part ; and the Plural Number would be in relation to that three \ — But 
also is included in Four, and so also is one; so that the Dual Number 
and the Singular Number also might as well be used. For all these 
reasons, we conclude that the Plural Number is used in regard to Four, 
not because it includes Three, but because Four itself is Plurals Thus 
then, the conclusion is that all numbers, from Three onwards to Pardrdha 
(the highest conceivable number), are denoted by the Plural Number ; 
and when all are denoted by it, the expression * Kapihjaldn dlahheta^ 
must mean the sacrificing of all these number of birds; consequently, 
there must be option.’* 

SUTRA (43), 

[Sidbhanta] — In fact, it should be restricted to the very 

FIRST ; THIS CAN BE PASSED OVER ONLY WHEN THERE IS 
SPECIAL REASON FOR IT. 

Bhdsya, 

It should he restricted to the very first, — i.e. to Three [which is the first 
number to be signified by the Plural Number], — “ Why so ? ’’—Because 
■when one takes up Four, he cannot but take up Th 7 *ee, for the simple 
reason that the TArce are included in the Four. So that when these 
have been taken up, —what the word (‘ Kapifijaldn') expresses has been 
taken up; i.e. what has been asserted by the words ‘ Kapmjalcm dlahheta" 
is the sacrificing of a plurality of birds,'— and a plurality of birds have 
been sacidficed when three have been taken up and sacrificed. — Under 
the circumstances, the ‘Three’ ca7i be passed over only when there is 
special reason for i.e. if there were some special reason why on© 

should not do quite what is expressed by the words, and why the 
number ‘Three’ must be passed over, then alone could it be passed over 
(and a larger number taken up) as a matter of fact however, there is no 
such special reason ; — hence it must be restricted to Three, 
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^‘ The'. desire for larger .results .would be the reason (for . sacrificing 
a larger number of birds).’-, 

,.It is not so; it is only in cases where several alternative courses are laid 
down, — of which some are simple and .some elaborate, — that it is inferred, 
■from the very fact of the more elaborate course having been laid down, that 
it ivould b© conducive to larger results ; as in the case of the passage — * One 
■cow should be, given, — six may be given,— 'twelve may be given, — twenty -four 
may ,be given’.' — In the case in question, 'however, there is, only one alterna- 
tive laid down— ifAe sacrificing of a pluTality of birds ; and this is as applic- 
able to Three as to Four and higher numbers ; so that if one were to abandon 
the simple course of sacrificing only three birds, and adopt the more eiabo- 
; rate course of sacrificing four or more birds, he would not deserve, any 
' larger results ; as there is no difference in the denotation of the words of the 
text (as pertaining to Three or to Four and the rest). For instance, when 
it is said Pa8humdlahheta ''i^ one should saerifi.ee au: animal’), if. one were to 
■sacrifice a, very , large or a very ' valuable animal, he ,could .not ' obtain- 
.. any higher , result. ■ ,, In fact, ■ if . one were to, go ■ ,b©y ond ' what, is actually , 
en j pined (in the expression ^ Pashumdlabketa ’ or Kapihjaldn dlabheta ’ ) 
:and sacrifice, , a larger, number . than ,what is precisely laid, dow,]a,,,\ with 
a view to secure more meat for himself, — he would certainly be incurring a 
sin, if there were sin involved in - killing animals at sacrifices ; even 
if there were no such sin involved, the man would come to be looked, down 
upon by all cultured men as' ‘-killing, animals with, a view to , secure, 
more meat for himself, even after having fulfilled the behests of the 
injunction.’ 

From all this it follows that only three Kapinjala birds should be 
sacrificed. ■ 

. SUTRA (44). .: ^ 

We einb: otheb texts abso inbigative of „the same goxclb sign . 

Bhdsya. 

.A text in another connection also indicates the , same conclusion that 
has been established by reasonings. This text is — ‘(I) Krsnd ydmydh, (2) 
avaliptd raudrdh, (Z) nahhorupdh par janydh, (4) tesdmaindrdgno dashamah '' — 
If each of the first three always stands for only three, then alone can 
the Aindrdgna be the tenth ; otherwise (if the former stood for more than three) 
then the assertion of the Aindragha heing the tenth would be only partly 
true. — From this it follows that the number must be restricted to Three. 

SUTRA (45). 

(A) Also because it is only - thu>s that there would be ' 
approximation to the Archetype ; (B) also as in 

THE PREYIpUS CASE. 

Bhdsya, 

(A) The archetype is the animal-saorifice to Agni-Soma, where the 
number is one only; which is what would be admissible in the case in 
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^questioiis under the General Law; so that there is approximation to this 
number one, if the number Three is adopted; the adoption of any higher 
number would remove it further from the archetypal number: one h 

(B) — ^There is the following indicative text also, found in connection 
with the Qfhamedhiya — ^ Odandnuddharati\ and then later on, the term 
^ madhyarmsya'^ (Hhe middle one’) is used without any other word, which 
shows that what is ' meant is the ‘ middlemost ’ from among Three ; in the 
case of higher numbers, we always find an additional word, ^ Panchdnmn 
madhyamah^ middlemost of five,’) ^ astdndmmadhymah (middlemost 
of eight). 



Abhikabana (9) : In the case of the injunction ^ Uttardh 
' dohayati \ there should he milking of all the cows. 

SUTRA (46). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — ''I n the CASE OE THE ' LATEB ONES’, IT CANNOT 

BE AS MANY AS ONE MAY POSSESS ; BECAUSE THE INJUNCTION 
MUST LAY DOWN WHAT IS NOT ALREADY KNOWN/’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is milking of cows for preparing the Curd-Butter-Mixtiire ; — - 
in connection therewith, it is declared — ‘ Having milked three cows, with 
speech controlled, one should give vent to speech and without touching them» 
milk the later ones \_‘Vdgyatastisro dohayitvd visr0amk aTmnvdmhhya 
uttard dohayati ’]. 

The question that arises is — Is this an injunction ? or a mere reitera- 
tive reference ? 

The Purmpaksa is that — ‘‘ Laying down something not already known, 
it must be regarded as an Injunction; a mere reiterative reference would be 
useless’*. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRA (47). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it should be done with as many as 

ONE MAY possess; THE INJUNCTION BEING OF SOMETHING 
ELSE, THE WORDS IN QUESTION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS REITERATIVE REFERENCE. 

Blhdsya, 

The sentence ' He milks the later ones * should be regarded as a reitera- 
tive reference, not an Injunction ; because there is an entirely different 
Injunction here in the form of the clause ‘ Should give vent to speech, 
without touching them*. This being an injunction, if the sentence in 
question also were an injunction, then there would be syntactical split — 
(a) * should milk the later ones (6) ‘ should not be in touch with them 

Question— Where has this ‘ milking of the later ones * been previously 
enjoined — to which the text in question is a reference ? *’ 

[The answer to this is given in the following Sutra]—: 

SUTRA (48). 

Because wholesale milking has been enjoined. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the wholesale milking of the cows has been enjoin- 
ed in the following text — ^ Ndsyaitdm rdtrim payasd agnihotram juhu/ydt^ 
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IcumurMieMi rm jmyo laW [ *On -this night milk shall not be offered at 
the Agnihotra, noi shall the boys get any miik^ [which means that all the 
miik.is to be held back in - order to facilitate wholesale milking]. 

Objmtion—^^.’ThiQ sentence contains only the prohibition of giving milk 
to the boys’h 

J.wwer— There is no visible purpose served by the prohibiting of giving 
milk ' to the boys ; so that (if the sentence is taken as a prohibition) it would: 
be necessary to assume an unseen result. 

under the other view also it would be necessary to have recourse 
to indirect (figurative) indication’’. 

Yes; but it is simpler to have recourse to a function of the words them- 
selves than to assume an unseen factor. Hence the sentence quoted should 
be taken as enjoining the wholesale milking of the cows; this is what is 
indirectly indicated by the prohibition of milk (for the boys). 

The milking of the ‘later ones’ (which are included in the wholesale 
milking) having been thus enjoined by this sentence, the words (‘milks the 
later ones’, ‘uttardh dohayatV) must be taken as a reiterative reference to 
that same 

SUTRA (49). 

Also bbcalse a labob quantity is required. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the mantra- — ^BahudugdM indrdya^ devebhyo havih* (where a 
large quantity of milk is spoken of); and this would be saved from being 
only partially true only if all the cows were milked ; and the large quantity is 
always dependent upon the capacity (of the man). 

SUTRA (50). 

Further, in connection with the Agnihotra, there is the 

RULE REGARDING THE USE OE BaRLEY-GRUEL, WHICH 
IMPLIES WHOLESALE MILKING. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Agnihotra^ we Tead—^Ndsyaitdm ratrim payasdgni- 
hotram juhuydt, yathdnyasyai devatdyai dadydt tddrk tat syd% yavdgm 
juhuydt \ [‘ On this night, one should not offer milk at the Agnihotra . » . . one 
should offer Barley -grueV}; this shows that ail the milk has to be kept for 
making the Gtird‘ Butter >> Mixture. 

SUTRA (51). 

So ALSO THERE IS THE PROHIBITION OF MILK FOR THE BOYS. 

Bhdsya, 

This has been already explained above (see, also, under 11. I. 19.), 
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' SUTRA (52). 

: There is also the all-embrachstg indicative text which 

CONNECTS IT WITH THE DEITIES AFTER HAVING 
CONNECTED IT (WITH MEN AND CALVES). 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vatsahhyashcha ha vd etd mamisyehliyashcha purd 
dpydyayante, athaitarhi clevehhya evaitd dpydyayanti^ [ ‘At first, they satisfy 
the calves and the men, then the same satisfy the deities’]; — this, text 
indicates the milking of all. — How so ? — What the text says is that ^ Those 
same that originally satisfied the calves and the men, later on, satisfy the 
deities’ ; — and what satisfies the calves and the men is (the milk of) all the' 
cows ; — hence this text is indicative of the milking of all. 


Adhikarana (1.0) : Thotigh the ‘ Agmya ’ and other main 
sacrifices are distinct from each other, the ^ Aghdra^ and, 
other minor acts in connection therewith are 
performed ^ in common’. 

BMsya, 

At the Darsha-Purritamdsaf the Agmya and the rest are the main sacri- 
fices^ — of these, the ‘ ’ and the rest are 

In regard to these latter, we proceed to consider the question—Are these 
subsidiaries to be performed separately in connection with such of the main 
sacrifices ? or, are they to be performed in connection with all of them ‘in 
common ’ ? 

In this connection, what has been already discussed under Sutras 
IL L 29. sL seq. [is that the subsidiaries are to be performed only once]. 
But the question discussed and settled there was in regard to the entire 
Darsha-Pur^amdsa sacrifices ; while on the present occasion, it is going to 
be considered in regard to each of the (six) main sacrifices (that constitute the 
Darsha-Puritamdsaf 

On this question this Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTRA (53). 

[Purvapaksa— as the subsidiaries 

ARB SUBSERVIENT TO ■ THE MAIN SACRIEICBS, — WHEN THERE 
IS DIVERSITY OF MAIN SACRIFICES, THERE MUST BE 
DIVERSITY IN THE PERFORMANCE OF THE 

subsidiaries’’. 

Bhdsya, 

In the performance of the subsidiaries, there must be diversity,— i.e. the 
performance should vary with each Main Sacrifice; — and with each Main 
Sacrifice, there should be a distinct performance of the subsidiaries — why ? — - 
Because they are subservient to the main sacrifices,'-— ‘L q,. because they are sub- 
servient to a Principal ; as a matter of fact, the subsidiaries are enjoined as 
serving the purposes of a Principal, in order to make the Principals ©quipped 
with subsidiaries; — and when the subsidiaries are connected with the' Princi- 
pals, it is not meant that they should be so connected all together ; because 
what are enjoined are, not the Principals, but the subsidiaries ; and no. acces- 
sory of what is not itself enjoinedby a sentence can be meant to 'be predicated 
by that sentence; e.g, in the sentence ‘ (jra^am sammdrstP (‘washes the 
eup *), th© smgfo^^e«5 of the cup not meant to be predicated [because it Is 
not the cup ^ but its washing, thdit, is enjoined in the sentence]. Such being 
the case, the connection of the subsidiaries should be made with each on© of 
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the Principals separately ; if they were performed only oncea they would be 
connected with the Principals as a whole non- distributive! y ; just like the 
connection of the Ftayw^lya and the Udayanlya with the EhddasMnl (see 
above, 10. 6. 6. et seq.), — It has been declared too (under 

IL 1. 16) that the connection should be made with all together, Jointly. — 
Prom all this it follows that there should be a distinct performance of the 
subsidiaries in connection with each Principal (Main Sacrifice)”. 

SUTRA (54). 

[PuBVAPAKSA — concluded ] — ''Thebe would be disturbance of 
THE OBDBB of sequence, IF THEBE WBBE SUViULTANEITY 

Blidsya. 

“There is a certain order of {sequence among the Main Sacrifices ; and in 
that same order have they got to be accompanied by the subsidiaries; — if 
then the subsidiaries were performed only once ' in common ’ connection with 
all the main sacrifices, [this could be done only after all the Main Sacidfices 
had been performed], and this would mean that the Agnlsomlya (which 
is the second of the Main Sacrifices) would be commenced before the 
Agneya (the first of the- Main Sacrifices) had becoiu© equipped with 
subsidiaries; and this would be a 'disturbance of the order of sequence’ 
among the Main Sacrifices. — On the other hand, if the subsidiaries were 
performed separately with each of the Main Sacrifices, then the Agmsomlya 
along with the subsidiaries would come in only after the Agneya had 
been completed along with the subsidiaries; so that there would foe no 
disturbance in the order of sequence. 

“ Another party says— If the subsidiaries were performed m common, 
then, during the time that the Tanunapdt (the second of the subsidiaries) 
is helping the Agneya (the first Main Sacrifice), the Samit (the fi^rst sub- 
sidiary) would be helping the Agnlsomlya (the second sacrifice) ; and thus 
there would a disturbance of the order of sequence in the help rendered. 

“Further, such details as Ahgdrcipohana etc. oxidL BamsparsM and the 
like are actually performed separately, in connection with each Main Sacri- 
fice; and these details do not differ in any way from the Subsidiaries, 
Jf^Mm and the rest. ” ■ 

StJTRA (55), 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^In fact, there; should be' simultaneity ; BEOAUSE 
THINGS standing ON THE SAME FOOTING HAVE BEEN ENJOINED ; ; ; 

BY THE SAME TEXT, AND BECAUSE WE PEBCEIVE 
NO DIFFEBENOB. 

BMsya, 

The term {'in fact’) introduces a different view. 

It is not the right view that the performance of the subsidiaries should 
be different with each Main Sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, there should he 
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simultaneity; i.Q, .there should' be 'only 'One” performance; .and the sub- 
sidiaries,. performed once, become connected with all the Main Sacrifices^ 
simultaneously because when the things .(subsidiaries) standing on the 
same footing, are laid down by the same text, we do not perceive any 
difference in the matter of their subserving the purpose (of the Main Sacrifices). 
All the subsidiaries stand on the same footing, as regards {a) their per- 
former, (h) place (of performance), and (c) time (of performance) (a) 
there are four Friests (as performers) at the Sacrificial Performances 
of the Darsha-Puruamdsa, — (b) * the level ground ’ is the place laid down for 
the performance of those sacrifices, in the text ‘One should perform the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices on level ground’, — and (c) the tme for the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa has been laid down in the text ‘One should per- 
form the Paumarrmsa on the Pull Moon Day and the Darsha on the Moonless 
day ^ ; — and it is going to be shown under Su. 11. 2, 7 that the Place, 
Time, and Performer of the subsidiaries are the same as those of the 
Main Sacrifices. — Further, it is by means of a single text — ‘Desiring 
heaven, one vshould perform the Darsha- Purnamdsa ’ — that the Main Sacri- 
fices have been enjoined as leading to the Result. — “ What if that is 
so ? ” — What follows from this is that in bringing about the result, there is 
joint functioning (of the subsidiaries), — which means that the desire in 
the mind of the person desiring heaven is for performing the subsidiaries 
simultaneously, not for performing all of them with each one of the 
Main Sacrifices. In fact, if the Aghdra and other subsidiaries were per- 
formed with a desire to perform all, then we could perceive no difference 
in them, — standing, as they do, on the same footing, as having the 
same Performer, Place and Time, — as to whether they appertain to the 
Agmsomlya or to the Agmya ; and yet it is possible for them to subserve 
the purposes of all; hence they do come to subserve the purpose of 
all, and consequently, they should not be repeated. 

StJTRA (56). 

As THEY WOULD BE SERVING OBE AND THE SAME PURPOSE, 

IT WOULD INVOLVE NO DISORDER. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 54) that “if there is simultaneity, there 
would be disturbance of the order of sequence”. — Our answer to that is as 
follows : — As they would he serving one and the same purpose, it would involve 
no disorder ; i.e. there would be no disturbance of the order of sequence ;■ — 
“why?” — because they would be serving one and the same purpose;— , it 
has been said already that the subsidiaries function jointly; so that 
they are performed together, not separately one by one; so that the 
performance of any one of them would serve no purpose at all; — and 
it is only when there is connection with each one of several things 
that there can be an order of sequence; hence in the performance of 
the subsidiaries, there can be no ‘order of sequence’ ; whence then could 
there be any ‘disturbance of the order of sequence’ ? 
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•As for the disturbance in the order of sequence of the rendered by 
the subsidiaries, — there also, the Aghdra does not help the Main Sacrifices 
as soon as it is performed, for the simple reason that at that time the Main 
Sacrifices themselves are not there (not having been performed); — it is' only 
when all the subsidiaries have been performed, that the ‘Unseen Forces" 
(set going by them) join together and render their help to the Main Sacri- 
fices; — that the subsidiaries also function jointly has been shown under 
11. L 6. So that there is no disturbance of the order of sequence' in 
regard to the help rendered by the subsidiaries. 

StJTRA (57). 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion,— • 
SAYS KImukayana. 

Bhdsya. 

There is also a text ifidicatwe of the same conclusion— tldBst has been 
arrived at by means of reasoning, — so has thought the Teacher Kamulcd- 
yana, — “What is that text?’" — It is this — ‘There are fourteen oblations 
at the Fawrnamdsa sacrifice and thirteen at the Darsha " ; if there were 
repetition, the number of oblations would not remain restricted to Thirteen 
or Fourteen. 

As for the argument (urged under Su. 54) that “as in the ease of the 
Samsparshiy so also in the case of such subsidiaries as are indirectly helpful, 
there may be repetition”, — our answer is as follows : — 

SUTRA (58). 

In view of the General Principle, there may be sequence 

ONLY IN case of INABILITY, — BECAUSE AN EMBELLISH- 
MENT SERVES THAT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the General Principle that ‘ subsidiaries functioning jointly 
should be performed together " ; hence they should, as a rule, be performed 
together in all eases, — It is only in case of inahilUy, — as in the ease 
of ‘ Dhannasamsparsha that there may be sequence, and hence 
separate performance; for instance, a single performance of the A^igdrd- 
pohana cannot serve for the cooking of all things ; nor would the pasting 
of one cake bring about the pasting of ail the cakes -because . a7i^ 
emhellishment serves that purpose; Le, the Ahgdrdpohana has been laid 
down as an embellishment for the cooking; — it is for this reason that 
in the case of those subsidiaries which are directly and visibly help- 
ful, they should be repeated with each Main Sacrifice ; otherwise the 
sacrifice itself could not be accomplished. [But this cannot be so in 
the case of the subsidiaries in question, which are helpful only indirectly— 
tiirough an intervening ApurvaJ] ' ' 



,:2I22 


SHABABA-BHiSYA : 


' THOtrOH " TOTOXTCHED ’ [IT. SHOULD BE „ 

. , bebiatbd], -AS" it-. IS' ■ foe .that fuepose . , 

Bhdsya. 

“ Tlie: and other 'subsidiaries, even thongli * untouched ’, should 

be repeated with each : Main Saerifice.--^^ Why ? ’----Because is for that 
I? the special fact is- clearly "recognised that: when something is 
done . in- close .proximity to another, it is ..for . the. .sake o.f . this. . latter. ; — 
the subsidiaries beginning with the J!gri^dra and ending with the Ajyahhdga 
are close to the A.gmya, and those .beginning with the Svistakrt are close to 
the Agnipomiya ; — this distinction.'is .clearly perceived; — and so there must 
be diiSerenoe among the -subsidiaries* From this it' follows that in close 
proximity to the U2)dmahuydja m.d other sacrifices the subsidiaries begin- 
ning with the Aghdra are to ''. b© . performed h-e/ore, and those ^ beginning 
with the SviMahrt ■ are . to-, foe .. performed . after ^ . . the - said Updmshuydja ; — 
such mmuld be the distinction among the ^SamsparshV details themselves,” 

.^SUTEA ( 60 ). ■ 

FACT, IT.;. WOULD. B.E. OH. AOOOUHT .O.F ■ OAEACTTY ;■ . 

LIKE.. THE LAMP. 

Blidsya: 

It has been argued that — ‘‘This special feature is perceived that the 
details appertain to that in close proximity to which' they are found ; and 
that hence there should be,, .repetition"”.— This is not right;— w-hy ?— 
because of capacity; — they have. .the. .capac.’% to help all the sacrifices, 
even though they may be performed in proximity to only one of them;— 
like the lamp; when several. Brahmanas. 'are- dining, though the lamp 
may be placed near one of them,-. ..it -would benefit all of them,— Hence w© 
conclude that there should be no repetition. 

SUTRA ( 61 ) 

fPuEVAPAKSA — rmsmfteii] — ‘'In ordihaby life, it is dete.bmined . 

BY THE HEEDS OF EACH CASE; IVHBRE THEBE IS AH INJUNCTION, ' 
IT SHOULD BE PERFORMED ALONG W-ITH EACH PRINCIPAL 

Bhdfya, 

We have not hitherto answered the details of the Siddhanthvs argu- 
ment; this is what is done now^— It has been asserted that it would be like 
the Lamp ; but that is not right ; because 'lu ordinary Ufe^ it is determined 
hy the needs of each case, whether the lamp shall be lighted in one 
place or in several; if it is found that by being lighted in one place, it 
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illumiaes all, then it is lighted in. one place only,-— and if it does not 
iliumine.all, it is lighted in several places. In this ease the capacity of 
the lamp (to illumine or not to illumine all) can be perceived. In the 
case in question on the other hand, the capacity of details can be ascer- 
tained. only by the Injunctions bearing upon th^m, — as to whether they 
do, or do not, help the Main Sacrifices ; this cannot be determind by Per- 
ception. Injunction there is none, as to the sitbsidiaries helping any 
of the Main Sacrifices ; it is only through proximity that it is learnt that 
it helps that to which it is proximately placed. — Hence there should be 
repetition , 

StJTRA (62). 

{SlddhdntM s argument reiterated] — Acgobbing to Kamukayaxa, 

THERE SHOULD BE A SINGLE PEBEOBMANCE (OF THE SUB- 
SIDIABIES) ; AS OTHBBWISE, THERE WOULD BE IN- 
COMPATIBILITY WITH THE LIMITATION FIXED. 

Bhdsya^ ■ 

It has been pointed out (in Su. 57) that the teacher Kamukayana holds 
the opinion that there should be a single performance, so that there may be 
no incompatibility with the limitation of the number of oblations fixed 
at ‘.fourteen’ and ‘thirteen’. — ^What is the Purvapaksifi^ s answer to that? 

This S}jM'a is meant to recall a former argument. 

StJTRA (63). 

[Purvapaksin's answer to above] ‘‘The subsidiaries being 

SUBSERVIENT TO ANOTHER, THE DECLARATION OF 
‘SINGLE performance’ SHOULD 
BE IGNORED 

BJidsya, 

The term ‘ vidM ’ here stands for the subsidiary^ in the sense that it is 
what has been enjoined — ^ mdhlyate iti \ 

Says the Purvapaksin — The subsidiary being subservient to another ^ — 
when it has been found that when one act is done in proximity to an- 
other, it helps this latter, then it must follow that the performance of 
subsidiaries should be repeated ; such being the ease, the limitation of 
the number of oblations to * fourteen ’ and ‘ thirteen ’ cannot be right. 
It may be that the assertion of ‘fourteen’ and ‘thirteen’ oblations — in 
the text ‘There are fourteen oblations at the PauTn.amdsa and thirteen 
at the Darsha\ — is a merely figurative statement, and it cannot be treated 
as an mjunction of the definite numbers; the real numbers being always 
indicated by the totality of the oblations offered; — it can be taken only 
as a reiterative reference; — such reference may be figurative; as it is 
always made to what is already known; and what is already known is 
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.the, number o.f the . injanctions. .of. :.the' oblations,; not- of the .oblations' 
themselves ; hence the sentence is a mere reference to these.*’ 

SUTRA. (64). 

{Pufvdpahsa argument There behstci no separation 

■ : O'P. C0'NT.E:XT, there should be a, single peeformange — 

SAYS BIDARIYANA; as in the case op INJUNCTIONS.' 

BMsya. 

Bddardyana has held the opinion that there should be a single perform- 
ance (in oom?non) of the subsidiaries.' — ^‘- Why?” Because there is no 
separation of context; there is one and the same context for all the Main 
Sacrifices, as they function jointly; this has been already explained above; 
and there is no idea as to the subsidiaries being subservient to any one 
of these sacrifices in particular. — ^It has been argued that “ this relation- 
ship to a particular, sacrifice is ascertained by the fact of the subsidiaries 
being performed in proximity to one of the main sacrifices**. — But this 
cannot be right. — "‘Why?” — ^The particular connection indicated by proxi- 
mity — which means ‘Order of Sequence*, — is set aside by the indications 
of the ‘Context’ [which latter is more authoritative than ‘Order’]; — as 
in the case of Injunctions; in the case of Injunctions (of the subsidiaries), 
by reason of the Context being the same, all the subsidiaries are treated 
as equally subservient to all the main sacrifices, — and not only to that 
particular one in proximity to which they appear, — and this for the simple 
reason that ‘Order’ is set aside by ‘Context*. — Further, the mere chance 
of their appearing in proximity to one cannot connect the subsidiaries 
with that one alone; because, in any case, — even if they were subservient 
to all, — they could appear in proximity to any one only [it is not possible 
for their being mentioned along with every one of them]. Hence no 
particular relationship can be determined entirely on the ground of proxi- 
mity.— *It follows from all this that the performance of the subsidiaries 
should be ‘ in common ’ (only once for all Main Sacrifices). 

Bddardyay>a is mentioned with a view to commending the view, not to 
show that it is only one of several alternative theories. 

SUTRA (6o). 

''In SOxME cases, it has been BEFINITELY enjoined, — HENCE IT 
CANNOT BE SO (IN ALL CASES) IF THIS IS URGED [then 
the answer is as in the next Sutral. 

Bhdsya, 

[vSays the opponent]-— “It is not right that there should be a single 
performance. — Why ?— Because in some cases the single collective perfor- 
mance is laid down directly in so many words-— ^ Saha amghnanti, saha 
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They ■ tliresh collectively, ■ they pound collectively’]; and it is 
only when the idea is there that 'there should be no repetition in any 
case’, that this text can be taken as specifying that ‘ non-repetition , 
i.e. single collective performance, is right in this case only, not in any 
other case’.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — 

SUTRA (66). 

Not so : because the Injunction has been actually laid down. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not I'ight that the text quoted should be taken as speciftcatory ; it 
is onl 3 r when something already recognised as to be done is reasserted that 
such reassertion can be taken as specificatory ; — in the ease of the text 
quoted {‘Saha amghnanti, etcJ"), collective 2^e'^formance is not already recog- 
nised as to be done; — how so? — ^because the offering in question has 
been laid down as to be done separately; — i.e. the offering has been laid 
down as to be performed separately in connection with the Agnsya and 
Agmsomlya sacrifices; so that the 'Threshing’ and 'Pounding’ also in 
connection with these come to be recognised as to be done separately. 
Hence it becomes necessary to definitely enjoin the collective performance. 
From this it follows that the mere injunction of collective performance in 
one case need not mean that in other cases there should be separate 
performance. 



Adhikabana (11) : The First and Third ‘Black-necked^ 
animals are to he offered together. 

Bhdsya. 

Somewhere in the Veda, we read — ^ffAgneyam hranagflvawhdlahheta, 
saumyam habhrum, dgn&yam hrsymgrlvam purodhdydm spmrdhamdnafy ^ One 
aspiring after Priesthood should sacrifice to Agni a black -necked animal, 
the tawny one to the black-necked one to Agni''], 

In regard to this we consider this question— Should the offering of the 
first and third * black-necked animals ’ be made together ? or separately ? 

The PUrvapalksa is as follows — 

STJTRA (67). 

[POEVAPAKSa] — “As ALREADY EXPLAINED, THERE SHOULD BE 
SIMULTANEITY IN THE CASE OF THINGS STANDING ON 
THE SAME FOOTING, AMONG WHOM THERE IS 
NO DISTINCTION PERCEIVED/' 

Bhdsya, 

“ It has been already explained that in performance there should he 
simultaneity, in the case of things standing on the same footing, became they 
have been enjoined by one and the same word (Su. 11. 1. 65). In the case in 
question, the two ‘black-necked animals’ being offered to the same 
deity, and hence both together, there is no difierence perceived between 
them; — that they are to be offered together follows from the fact of 
both leading to the same result ;■ — hence the offering of both should 
be done together.” 

SUTRA (68). 

[SiddhInta] — There should be separateness,— because there 

IS DIFFERENCE IN TIME, AND BECAUSE THE INJUNCTIONS ABE 
INTERCEPTED ; IN THE INJUNCTION OF PARTICULAR THINGS 
THAT SAME IS THE TIME FOR THE OFFERING/ 

Bhdsya, 

The right course is that the offerings should foe made separately, not 
in common (the two together).— -“Why ? there is difference 
in time, — “ Why difference in time ? ” — Because the injunctions are 
intercepted^ i.e. the two injunctions of the offering of the ‘black-necked 
animals’ are intercepted hj tjie injunction of the offering to Sama (of the 
tawny animal); now in accordance with the order of the i&Junetions, 
the offering to Soma should be done before one of the offerings of the 
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black-necked aaimals *, and after the oiffering of the other black-necked 
animals’.— Under the circumstances, if the two offerings wero; made, to- 
gether, -the said order of sequence of one or the other of the two offer- 
ings would be militated against ; — if ' both offerings of the ^ bIack»neoked 
animals’ were made before that of the ^ tawny animal’ to Soma^ the 
authorised order of the second offering would be outraged; while, if both 
offerings of the black-necked animals ’ were made after that of the tawny . 
animal ’ to 8oma^ the order of the first offering would, be outraged. — - 
From this it follows that the offerings should be made separately. 

SUTRA (69). 

To THE SAME END IS THE INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya, 

The text m—^^Ahhitah satimyam dgneyau hhavataiy [‘ On two sides 
of the offering to Soma should com© the two offerings to Agni ^]. 

SUTRA (70). 

"'It is an injunction’’, — ^ ip this be ubged, that is not so; 

BECAUSE IT IS ONLY THE ASSEBTION OF THE 
existing STATE OP THINGS. 

Bhdsya, 

If it be held that the text quoted refers to the injunction of the offer- 
ings (where the two injunctions of the two Agneya offerings com© on two 
sides of the offering to Soma), — this would mean the abandoning of the 
direct meaning of words. 

From all this it follows that the two offerings should b© made separately. 


End of Fdda i of Adhydya XI. 



ADHYlYA XL 

PlDA 11. 

AdHikaeana (1) : The performance of the Agneya and. 
other Main Sacrifices is to be ‘ in common'’ , as regards 
Time, Place and Performers. 

SUTRA (1). 

The Main Sacrifices have the same place, time and peefobmers, 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME. 

Bhdsya. 

At. the Darsha-Purnmndsa, the Agneya and the rest are the Main 
Sacrifices. — In connection with these, (a) the place, (6) time, and (c) performers 
have been thus laid down — (a) ‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
sacrifices on level ground’, (b) ‘On the Fullmoon Day one should perform 
the Paurnaindsa Sacrifice and on the Moonless Bay, the Darsha sacrifice’, — 
(c) ^ At the performance of the Darsha and Pat^mamasa there are four 
Officiating Priests’. — Also in connection with the Chdturmasya sacrifice — 
(a) ‘ At the Chdturmasya one should make the Vaishvadeva offering on 
ground sloping to the East’, (6) ‘One should make the Vaishvadeva offering 
during the Spring’, (c) ‘ At the performance of the Chdturmasya sacrifices, 
there are five officiating Priests 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the following question — Are 
the Place, Time and Performers ‘ Common ’ to all the Main Sacrifices (com- 
posing the Darsha-Purnamdsa) ? Or, are they different ? 

What has got to be specially considered in this connection is — Are the 
Place, Time and Performers auxiliaries to the Injunctions of the Main Sacri- 
fices ? That is — ‘ The Cake baked on eight pans is to be offered to Agni and 
so forth being the injunctions of the Agneya and the other Main Sacrifices, 
are the Injunctions of place, etc. — ‘ should perform on even ground ’ and the 
rest — supplementary to the said injunctions (of the Main Sacrifices), — 
the meaning being that ‘The Agneya and the other Main Sacrifices to 
foe performed are such as should be performed on even ground, on the 
Fullmoon Day, etc. etc.’ ?■-— Or are the Place, Time and Performers part 
and parcel of the Performance that is part and parcel of that Performance 
of the Agneya and the rest which is undertaken for obtaining the results 
of those sacrifices ? 

“ What would be the outcome of this consideration ? ” 

If they are part and parcel of the Performance, then they should be 
treated as ‘common’ ; if they are auxiliaries to the Injunction of the sacri- 
fices, then they should be treated as different (separate) with eaeli of the 
sacrifices. 
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The most reasonable answer to this question that presents itself (as the 
Siddhanta) is as follows : — The Main Sacrifices have the same place, time 
and performers, — i.e. these are ‘common’ to all the Sacrifices.— This is 
the conclusion (put forward as the Siddhanta), — On the basis of this prin- 
ciple, they offer the following explanation— The Place, Time and Performers 
are part and parcel of the performance of the sacrifices. — “Why?” — 
Because there can be no performance apart from Place, Time and Per- 
formers; and when one thing is not possible apart from another, the latter 
is regarded as part and parcel of the former; — hence the Place, Tim© 
and Performers should be regarded as part and parcel of the Performance ; 
and when they are part and parcel of the Performance, they must be 
held to be ‘common’ to all the Main Sacrifices. — “Why?” — Because they 
have been enjoined under a single name; — i.e. because they have been en- 
joined under a single name in the text ‘One desiring heaven should perform 
the Dars/ics-Pamcimasa Sacrifices ’ ; it follows that the result following from 
them is one and the same ; and when the result is one and the same, they 
should all be performed together so that we do not perceive to which one 
of the Main Sacrifices the said Place, Time and Performers appertain — and 
when this is not perceived, it is only right that tliey should be regarded as 
‘common’. — Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are 
‘ common ’ to all the six Main Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (2). 

[Purvapaksa — argument against Siddhanta'] — ” If it weee hot atjxili- 

AEY TO THE INJUNCTIONS, THEN THE SACRIFICES WOULD BE 
RECOGNISED AS CONNECTED INASMUCH AS THEY SERVE 
THE PURPOSES OF DEFINITION, AND BECAUSE IT IS 

AN Injunction of the other factors, 

THESE SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH 
EACH OF THE MAIN SACRIFICES 
SEPARATELY.” 

Bhdsya, 

“ If it were not auxiliary to the Injunctions,— if the injunction of the 
Place, etc. were not auxiliary to the Injunction of Sacrifices, — then the 
sacrifices, Agneya and the rest, could be recognised as connected, without 
distinction, in common, with the Place, Time and Performers; — as a 
matter of fact, however, it is actually auxiliary to the Injunction of the 
sacrifices. [Hence there is no ground for the ‘ common ’ relationship]. — 
‘How so?’— The Place, Tim© and Performers are taken as enjoined by 
the texts ‘The Darsha-Purnamdsa shovld he performed on level ground \ 
etc* — because they are not already known from any other source; and 
when these are what are enjoined by these texts, the term ‘ Darsha-purna- 
mdsa" (a$ contained in the text) should be regarded as merely referring to 
the Agneya and other main sacrifices (composing the Darsha-Purnamdsa) ; 
— otherwise (if this were taken b.s an Injunction of the Darsha-Purna- 
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nidsa), the single text would contain the injunetions ol several things [thus 
involving a syntactical split]. If then, the text contains a mere reference 
to the Agmya, QtQ. their joint performance cannot be taken as meant to 
be signified; in fact, if it were meant to be signified, there would be 
syntactical split, the meaning being— (^x) that the Place, etc, appertain 
to the Agneya and the rest, and (6) that these are to be performed to- 
gether, jointly. — ‘ Why so ? ’—-Such texts as ‘ The Darsha-Purnamdsa B\io\x\d 
be performed on level ground" are capable of enjoining only the Place 
and other details relating to iYie Agneya and other Sacrifices ; because 
they serve the purposes of definition i i.e. it is understood that the purpose 
they serve is the defining of the details (of Place, etc.) ; — the term ® darsha- 
purnamdsa" denotes a composite sacrifice, — and the composite being for 
the purpose of defining (indicating) the components, can, through proxi- 
mity, serve that purpose of defining them, — * But even so, there would be 
recourse to indirect figurative indication.’— It is better to have recourse to 
such indirect indication than to take a sentence as serving several purposes 
(having several meanings) ; as, if there are several meanings, there can be 
no expressiveness; while indirect indication makes it quite expressive; 
being, as it is, one of the weli-reeognised ordinary forms of expression. 

“ Further by Direct Denotation, the Place, etc. would be enjoined in 
regard to the composite sacrifice; as a matter of fact, however, there is 
no connection between Composite Sacrifice and the Place, etc.; the 
details of Level Ground and the rest are active agents ; and an active 
agent is connected with the action, not with the qualifications of the 
action; so that, for this reason also, there should be indirect (figurative) 
indication; just as in the ease of the text ^ Faury^arnmlmahhimrshU" ^ 
[‘One should touch the PaurrfamdsV'], the term ^ paurnamdsl" is taken 
as figuratively indicating the substance offered at the Paurnamdsa sacrifice. 

“Further, because it is an injunction of the other factor s ^ — of Place and 
the rest, — they should be connected- with each of the main sacrifices separaiel/y^ 
as there are peculiar conditions perceptible which justify this conclusion. 
Question — ‘By what oixe the level ground and other details enjoined 
in regard to the Agneya and other sacrifices ? V 

Answer — “By the verbs in the texts — * Same yajeta" (‘should sacrifice 
on level ground’), ^ Faurna?nd$ydm yajeta" (‘should sacrifice on the Full 
Moon day ’) ; the verbal root in the verb ‘ yajUa ’ refers to the sacii- 
flee (already enjoined elsewhere) and in reference to this sacrifice the 
injunctive affix enjoins the level ground and other details; the performers 
also — who are spoken of, by the words ‘he is unfailing’, for the purpose 
of laying down the entire form of the sacrifice, — are enjoined by the 
same (injunctive affix).— Or,- the Nominative Agent, even though not 
actually mentioned in the Third Person, is always understood as implied 
by the universal verb * to be > 


This argument of the Furvapaksin is left unanswered here ; and a 
different discussion is introduced.— “ Why is it that before one discussion 
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haS; been concluded, another is started ? — The reason for this lies in the 
fact that ' at the stage' at ''which the foregoing discussion has reached, 
there 'arises out of it a question which embodies the P-Urtapaksa of the 
new discussion; that is why it- is introduced at this stage [though it is 
only the Purvapaksa that is stated here', the thread of the discussion 
being resumed much later, in Sutra 7 below]. 



Adhikaeana (2) : The restriction of being performed on 
level ground'^ and the rest applies to the subsidiaries also. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PUbvapaksa] — ‘'Thebe should be no bestbiction in beoaed to 

THE SUBSIBIABIES ; AS THE BESTBICTIONS HAVE BEEN LAID 
DOWN IN BEFEBENCE TO THE M AIN SaCBIFICE.’' 

BTidsya. 

In connection with the subsidiaries, w© proceed to consider the ques- 
tion, — Do the same Place, Time and Performer appertain to these also ? 
Or is there no restriction regarding these in the case of the subsidiaries ? 

The Furmpahsa is as follows : — There should he no restriction in 
regard to the subsidiaries ;~-why ? — because the restrictions have been laid 
down in reference to the Main Sacrifice; — it is with reference to the 
Main Sacrifices, Agneya and the rest, that the ‘ level ground ’ and other 
details have been laid down as auxiliary to the injunctions of the main 
sacrifices ; and as such they cannot apply to anything else. Hence (in 
connection with subsidiaries) there should be no restriction; — just as the 
Substance and the Deity that have been laid down in connection with 
the Main Sacrifices do not find place at the subsidiaries, — so also the 
Place, Time and Performer (that have been laid down in connection with 
the Main Sacrifices, should have no connection with the subsidiaries.) 

If ' 


[The answer to this Purvapaksa and the consequent discussion is 
postponed, to Sutra 7, and] the text resumes the thread of the previous 
Adhiharana, at the point left off (on p. 703 of the text), — and the 
following is the answer to the arguments of the Purvapakgin (of the 
first AdMharat^a) under Sutra (2). 

SOTRA (4). 

[SiddJmntlifd s answer to Purvapaksa argument set forth in Su. 2]— If the 

. SACEIFICE HAD SOME CONNECTION WITH THE INJUNCTION, THEN 
IT MIGHT BE AS SUGGESTED; [BUT IT IS NOT SO] ; BECAUSE 
THEY ABE . ENJOINED UNDER A SINGLE NAME AND 
ABE CONNECTED WITH THE MAIN PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Agmya and other sacrifices were connected with the Injunc- 
tion of the Mevel ground’ and other details, then these details might 
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be taken as auxiliary to tbe Injunction of the main sacrifices ; and in 
that case the "level ground’ and other details might have appertained 
to the main sacrifices separately and severally; — as a matter of fact 
however, the main sacrifices have no connection with the injunction of 
the details in question. — “ Why ? ” — Because they are enjoined under a single 
name and are connected with the main purpose', that is, there is a single term 
darsha-ptirnamdsa^) denotative of the Agneya and other main sacrifices 
taken collectively, and it is with this single term with which the " Level 
Ground ’ and other details are connected by the text " One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa on Level Ground and these are not connected 
with the terms ^ Agneya \ etc. which are denotative of the sacrifices 
severally as mentioned in the text "The cake baked on eight pans is 
Agneya\ The Purvapaksa view would involve the abandoning of directly 
perceptible connection with the sacrifices collectively and the adopting of 
the indirect one with the sacrifices severally; and this too only through 
indirect indication. If, on the other hand, the connection (of the 
details) is made with the main purpose, then both these incongruities 
become avoided. 

"" What is the " main purpose ’ ? ” 

It is the principal result, and the operation tending to accomplishing 
that result. 

"" What is that ? ” 

The performance of the Agneya and other main sacrifices. 

"" How is it known that the " Level Ground ’ and other details are 
connected with the said performance ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows; — The text "Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices’ declares that 
the performance of the Agnsya and other main sacrifices taken together 
is for the purpose of bringing about the result; if then, in connection 
with that same purpose, the " level ground ’ and other details are enjoined 
again by Direct Assertion, — the sense conveyed would be that " The Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices that one should perform, one should perform on level 
ground ’ ; and this would not involve the assumption of any connection 
with the Main Sacrifices severally, — ^nor any recourse to Indirect Indication. 
Hence it follows that the injunction of the details {Level Ground, etc.) is 
in reference to the performance of the sacrifices ; and this performance is 
common to all the sacrifices in question ; as we do not perceive any 
peculiarity whereby it would pertain to any one of the sacrifices singly. — 
Thus we conclude that the Place, Time and Performer are ^ common"" (to 
the -4 and other main sacrifices). 

SUTRA (5). 

Thebe is also an inbioative text pointing to the same oonci.bsion. 

Bhdsya, 

There is anothe ' text also which points to the same conclusion — " Ugrdni 
ha vd etdni ghordvki havlmsi yadamdvdsydydm samhhriyante, dgneyam pratha- 
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mum, mirndre uitare^;-~-^the ‘collecting\ &^^ the order of sequence herein spoken . 
of are possible, only when , they are ail performed at the same: tim.e. ' This 
also shows' that the details in question are ‘ common h' ' 

SUTRA (6). 

Thebe IS DIRECT declaration of those, like that : of the main 
. : sacrifices ; (as 'THE declaration of an action) is subser- 
vient to something ' else ; also because there is 
no declaration of the action. 

Blid§ya, 

For the following reason also the re-assertion should be taken as 
enjoining the performance.— “ For what reason — There is direct declara- 
tion of the ‘ I^evel Ground ’ and other details, — like that of the Main Sacr ifices . — 
“ How ? ’’-—because the declaration of an action is subservient to something 
else: — i.e. the declaration of action (sacrifice) that we have in the word 
* Darsha-Purnamdsdbhyd'm ^ is subservient to something else, as the word 
contains the Instrumental Ending; and as this word is in co-ordination 
with the word ‘ Yajeta \ the Yaji (sacrifice) also must be subservient to 
something else. Thus then, it comes to this — ‘ One should accomplish 
something by means of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice ’.—A Z 50 because 
there is no declaration of the action ; i.e, the action has not been declared, 
— what is to be done has not been declared ; that is, the Main Sacrifice has 
not been declared ; in its place there have been declared the ‘ Level Ground ’ 
and other details ; — and inasmuch as these details have been declared in place 
of the Main Sacrifice, the ‘ declaration of these ’ has been spoken of (in the 
Sutra) as being ‘ like that; of the Main Sacrifice ’ ; but those details them- 
selves are not the main sacrifices.— Under the circumstances, if the text in 
question were taken to be a re -assertion of the declarations of Agneya and 
other main sacrifices, then that would deprive them of the character of 
being a reiterative reference to their ‘ subsidiary character ’ ; as their ‘ sub- 
sidiary character’ is not spoken of in that text; in fact, all that the 
sentences do is to describe the mere origination of the details ; — ^nor do they 
indicate anything to he accomplished, by virtue of which, and in relation 
to which, the said subsidiary character, even though not spoken of, yet 
implied, — could be taken as referred to.— In the injunction of performance, 
on the other hand, the subsidiary character also becomes declared, as also 
the Result, as what is to he accomplished. Hence the text in question 
should be taken as the re-assertion of that injunction of performance. — 
From all this it becomes established that the details in question are 
‘ coiiiinon 


[Here ends AdhiJcarana (1); and the next Sutra resumes the thread> of 
Adhiharana (2), the Purvapaksa only of which was set forth under Sutra 3, hut 
leftunansivered.l 
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SUTRA (7). 

[SiDBHANTA fact, the subsidiabtes should 

■ BE TAKEN AS LAID DOWN. ALONG WITH THE MaIN SaCEIFICE, , 

' BECAUSE THAT IS THE PBOCESS * ' HENCE THEEB SHO*ULD 
BE SAMENESS OF PLACE. 

Bhdsya. 

The following is the answer to the Purva2yaksa in regard to the Subsi- 
diaries set forth above (under Su. 3),-— which was left unanswered. When it 
is settled that the place and other details are part" and parcel of the 
performance, then there comes up the following final Siddhdnta, which is 
therefore set forth after the said conclusion. 

It has been argued that— in regard to the subsidiaries, there can be no 
restriction regarding Place, Time and Performer”. — This is iiot right; as 
a matter of fact, in regard to the subsidiaries, there must be restriction regard- 
ing Place, Time and Performer,— as consisting in the ‘ level ground ^ the Pull- 
moon and Moonless days’ and * the Four Priests’. — ‘‘ Why so ? ” — Because 
the suhsidiaf ies also should he taken as laid down along ivith the Main Sacrifice^ 
which has been laid down for the bringing about of the Result.— How so? 
Because that is the process ; i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries constitutes 
the process, whereby the Main Sacrifices bring about the Result ; the term 
* vldhdnad (in the Sutra) stands for the p7^ocess, the ^^^'ocedure. Hence it is 
that in the text * Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Pur^a- 
mdsa Sacrifices % what is laid down is the performance of the Main Sacrifices 
along with the subsidiaries ; and as the performance has been laid down 
hex*ein, by the reassertion of that same there is the injunction of the * level 
ground ’ and other details. From this it follows that the subsidiaries also 
have the same Place, Time and Performers as the Main Sacrifices. 

SUTRA (8). 

“'As THE SUBSTANCE AND THE DeITY ”, — IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
answer is as in the next Sutra}. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 3) that— just as the Substance and the 
Deity of the subsidiaries are difiEerent from those of the Main Sacrifices, so 
should their PZace, etc. also be difierent”.— This has got to be refuted. — This 
Sutra only reasserts the argument to be refuted. [The refutation is as 
follows.] ■■ 

SUTRA (9). 

Not so; because it is auxiliary to the Injunction of the 
Main Sacrifices; and the peculiarity serves the 
PURPOSE OF restriction. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not so ; — Why ? — because it is auxiliary to the injunction of the Main 
Sacrifices ; i.e. the injunction of Substance and Deity is auxiliary to the 
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inj'iincfcion of the Main Sacrifices; hence it is that the particular Substance 
and Deity are restricted to the Main Sacrifices — ‘ At this .sacrifice ( 
the Agni'/is the Deity, and Cahe is the substance,— and at this sacrifice 
(Agnlmmlya), Clarified Butter is the Deity and Agni-Soma the Deity.’ — 
Similarly in regard to the subsidiaries, there are such restrictions of Deity 
and Substance as — ‘One performs the P7'ayajas with Clarified Butter,'' ‘ One 
makes the offering to Svistakrt out of the Remnant and what is laid 
down in connection with one thing cannot be connected with another^— 'In 
the case in question (which is of subsidiaries, not oi Deity and Substance), in 
as much as the Place and other details are part and parcel of the performanee, 
and the performance is common to (includes) the whole lot? — the Details 
must be treated as ‘common’ (and not restricted to any owe sacrifice)^ 
This reason therefore that has been cited by the opponent is found to be 
entirely fallacious; hence the case in question is not at all analogical to that 
Sub stam& Deity, 

SUTRA (10). 

On account of the inhebence of those that inhere therein, 

THE SUBSIDIARIES SHOULD BE ‘ COMMON ' ; BUT THEBE IS DIFFER- 
ENCE ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR DIFFERENCE ; AND HENCE IN 
PERFORMANCE, THERE SHOULD BE DIFFERENCE IN THE 
ACTIONS ; SPECIALLY AS THEY HAVE BEEN 

SPOKEN OF AS ‘ Main Sacrifices.’— 

Thebe is also an indicative 
TEXT pointing TO THE 
SAME conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Substance and Deity were the same for the subsidiaries and 
the Main Sacrifices, then, by reason of the ‘ inherence ’ of those Sub- 
sidiaries and Main Sacrifices that inhere in those same Substances and 
Deities, there would be no difference in them ; and in that case the 
performance might be ‘ common — As a matter of fact, however, there is 
difference on account of their difference ; i.e. when there is difference bet- 
ween the Substance and Deity of the subsidiaries and those of the Main 
Sacrifices, then, on account of that difference, there should be difference 
in the performance of the actions; i.e. inasmuch as we perceive a differ- 
ence in the performance of the act of sacrifice, there should be diversity in 
that performance. 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same conclusion; and 
which can be explained only on the basis of this conclusion; that text 
being — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the Paurnamdsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha sacrifice ’. From this also it is clear that there is 
diversity between the Substance and Deity of the Subsidiaries and those 
of the Main Sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (3) : In cmnection with the Darsha-Put'^a- 
masa and other ‘ group-sacrifices \ the subsidiaries 
should he performed separately in connection 
with each group. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) In the * Darsha-Purnamcisa^ Sacrifice, there are two groups : (i) 
* Darshat and (2) Purnajndsa^; — -(B) Similarly in the Rcijasmja, there are 
two groups: (1) Istis, the Anumati, etc. and (2) Soma-Saerifices^, the 
Pamtra, etc. (C) In the ChdUmndsya also, there are the "YaishvaMva 
and other groups. 

In regard to this the following question is considered — Should all 
the subsidiaries be performed ‘in common’, (A) for the Darsha and the 
Paurnamdsa, — (B) and for the Istis and Soma-Saa^ifices, at the Rajas'iXya^ 
—and (C) for all the groups at the Chdturnidsya ? — or should they be per- 
formed separately ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — 


SUTRA (11). 

[Purvapaksa]— Ik gokkectiok with (A) the Isti, (B) the 
RIjasuya, akd (C) -the ChIturmIsyas,- — the subsidiaries 

SHOULD BE PEREORMED ' IK COMMOK ’ ; AS EACH OE 
THESE IS ‘ OKE SACRIFICE h” 

Bhdsya, 

“In connection with each of these three ‘ group -sacrifices the subsi- 
diaries should be performed ‘ in common’. — -Why ? — Because each of them 
is a ‘ single sacrifice i.e. bringing about a single result; the one result 
following from such ‘ group •sacrifices ’ has been spoken of in connection 
with each — (A) ^Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purna- 
mdsa Sacrifices’, — (B) ^ Desiring sovereignty of heaven, one should perform 
the Rdjasuya \ — (C) ‘ Desiring heaven, oxiq should perform the Chdturindsya 
Sacrifices’, Inasmuch as the result is one, the performance should be one, 
as we perceive no peculiarity (whereby there could be separate perform- 
ances with each group) ; hence the performance of the subsidiaries should 
be ^ in common’.” 

46 ■ ■ ■ 
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SUTRA (12). 

[ lObjectm^^ accoitot of the differescb 

m TIME, .IT CANHOT BE SO. 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be right that the subsidiaries should be performed ‘ iii 
common’; as a matter of fact, the performance should be separate, (with 
each member of the group) »---Why ? — Became of the difference in time ; in some 
cases, there is difference in place \ (A) at the Darsha^Furnamdsa, there is 
difference in time — " The Faurnamdsa should be performed on the Full 
Moon Day and the Darsha should be performed on the Moonless Day ’ ; — (B) 
at the groups of the Chdturmdeya b,Ibo, there is difference in time — *One 
should perform the Vaishvadeva in the spring, the Varunapraghdsa during the 
rains^ and the Sdhamedhat during the winter’;— (G) at the there is 

difference in The Cooked Rice is offered to Brhaspati in the house 

of the Brahman*priest, the Cake baked on eleven pans is offered to Indra in 
the king’s house, the Cooked Rice is offered to Aditya in the Queen’s house — 
On account of this difference in thne and difference in ptoce, we perceive a 
clear distinction to the effect that those subsidiaries for which the full Moon 
Day is the time are helpful to the Faurnamdsa sacrifice, not to the Darsha 
sacrifice, — as, if performed in this latter, they would be defective (regarding 
time). Hence it follows that the performance of the subsidiaries in 
connection with the Faurnamdsa should be separate from that in connec- 
tion with the Darsha. 

SUTRA (13). 

\F%mapaksirfs answer to the objection.] — It is not so, because it is 

ONLY A PAET;. AS IN THE CASE OF THE ' AnIMAL- SACRIFICE 

Bhdsya. 

It is not right that there should be separate performance. — Why ? — 
Because it is only a part; the subsidiaries have been enjoined as to be 
performed where the Result is expected to appear ; because the subsidiaries 
help the Main Sacrifices in the bringing about of the Result ; — the Result 
too is connected with the injunction of the sacrifice as on© composite 
whole, as is clear from the following texts— (A) ^Desiring heaven, one 
should perform the Darsha- Fwma^ndsa sacrifice’, (B) ® Desiring sovereignty 
of heaven, one should perform the Edjasuya sacrifice (C) ‘ Desiring heaven, 
one should perform the sacrifices and the Result is not 

connected with the injunction of the parts (separate groups) of the 
sacrifices, as laid down in the following — (A) ‘One should perform 
the Faurnamdsa on the Full Moon Day (B) ‘ One should perform 
the Vaishvadeva during the spring’, (C) ‘The Cooked Rice should be 
offered to Brhaspati in the house of the Brahman -Rriest ’.-— And when the 
subsidiaries are not admissible at these part -performances, how can they be 
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performed, separately .with each of these parts ? — As, for ' the co.mposite 
sacrifice, there, can, foe only, one performance of it, as it is. conducive to '.a 
single result. In connection with whatsoever part (group) the subsidiaries 
may be performed, they would certainly become related to the composite 
sacrifice as a whole ; as the composite has no existence apart from its compo- 
nent parts .; — As in the case of the Animal sacrifice, though there is diversity 
of time' regarding the component offerings, — ‘ They offer the omentum at the 
.Morning Extraction, the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and the Limbs at 
the Third Extraction,’ — yet, the subsidiaries are not repeated with each of 
these severally; similar should be the treatment of the case in question 
also.” 


SUTRA (14). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, — INASMUCH , AS THE GROUPS 
ARE DISTINCT ACTS, AND THEIR PROCEDURE HAS BEEN, 
ENJOINED AS TO BE PERFORMED ' IN COMMON 
THE INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH 
THE SUBSIDIARIES. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiaries should not foe 
* in common ’ ; — why ? — because the groups are distmct acts and have been 
enjoined as to be performed * in common\ — These acts are distinct — i.e. the 
group called ‘ Paurnamdsa ’ is quite distinct from the group called * Darsha '*; 
so also in the other cases; and there is difference between them also 
regarding Place and Time — ^One should perform the Paurnamdsa on the 
Eull-Moon Day, etc. etc’. There are distinct injunctions also regarding the 
Place and Time of the subsidiaries of these sacrifices. 

Objection. — ‘‘It has been already pointed out that in this case subsi- 
diaries do not com© in at all; whence could there be any injunction regard- 
ing the place and time of the subsidiaries ?” 

Answer. — It has been already explained that in connection with the per- 
formance of the sacrifices, the ‘ even ground ’ and other details become en- 
joined by the reassertion in another text ; this reassertion, in the form ‘ One 
should perform the Darsha-Purndmdsa on even ground*, appertains to the 
performance of the composite sacrifice as a whole ; , while the reassertion in 
the form ‘ One should perform the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon day ’ 
appertains to only a part (the Pat^rnawdsa section) of that whole. Such 
being the case, the time (Pull Moon Day) has been laid down for the 
performance of the Paurnamdsa^ B>nd the performance of the subsidiaries 
cannot be separate from that of the Main Sacrifice to which they belong; 
— hence the Full Moon Day must be the time for the performance of the 
subsidiaries of tl e Paurnamdsa^ and -the Moonless Day must be the time 
for the performance of the subsidiaries of the DarsJm; as this distinction 
(between the two groups) is clearly perceived, they must be distinct. 
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SUTRA (15). 

/ Thiee is ak ihdioative- text also, pointing- to' the 

SAME OONOLESION. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text — ‘There are fourteen oblations offered at the 
Paur^amdsa, and thirteen at the Darsha’; if the subsidiaries were 
performed ‘in common’ (between the two groups, Darsha m.d Paurna- 
^mdsa)^ then there would not be fourteen oblations at the Paurnamdsa and 
thirteen at the Darsha; it is only when the performances are distinct, that 
there would be the two numbers of offerings at the two sacrifices. — From 
this it follows that the performances should be separate, 

SUTRA (16). 

In THAT CASE, IT WOULD BE THE SAME IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE COMPONENT PABTS. 

Bhdsya. 

When the principle is as explained above, then, in connection with the 
component parts^—i.Q* the acts constituting the Isti {Darsha-Purnamdsa) 
and other sacrifices in question,— -there being difference regarding Place and 
Time, the performance would be separate. — It is thus alone that there can 
be any sense in the assertion that at the two constituents of the Chdtur- 
mctsya sacrifice,— -the Anlhavat and the Sdntapamya , — the ‘grass’ used 
should be common, — the ‘grass’ at the Sdntapanlya being the same 
as that as th.% Anlkamti as otherwise (if the whole performance were 
common) the fact of the grass being the same would be already a settled one, 
and hence its reassertion would be wholly meaningless. — From this also it 
follows that there should be separate performances. 



SUTRA (17). 

As EEGABDS THE ‘ AnIMAL-SaCBIFICE AS THERE IS ONLY ONE 
^ INJUNCTION, THE PERFORMANCE IS 'IN COMMON®, ONLY 
* SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (under Su. 13) that “ it should foe as in the case of 
the Animal-Sacrifice”.— Our answer to that is as follows :— regards the 
Animal Sacrifice, it is only right that the subsidiaries should be per- 
formed only once: because in "that ease, there is only one performance ‘in 
common’; and the separate mention is due to the declaration of the 
offerings. — That the performance is to be once only follows from the fact 
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that there is only one injunction; — ^the only Injunction in this case is— 
Taking up the cup dedicated .to the covering up the Sacrificial 

Postj. one' sacrifices the 8man%ya animal dedicated to Agni^, ■ As a matter 
of' fact, the subsidiaries are included in the injunction of the whole 
" Sacrifice ®, not in the injunction of the ‘ offering ®. In this case the Main 
Sacrifice is separated by the two " offerings ’ having been laid' down as to be 
performed at different' times ; so also do those subsidiaries become separated 
which are performed for the sake of that main sacrifice; there is therefore 
no reason why these should be performed again. — Thus then, there is, no 
analogy between the case of the "Animal Sacrifice® and the case in 
question. 



ADHiKAEAisrA (4): The subsidiaries should be performed 
se'parately in connection with each of the three 
Groups constituting the ‘ Adhvarahalpd ’ 
sacrifice. 

SUTRA (18). 

[PiiBVAPAKSA — continued] — “ So should it be at the ‘ Adhvara- 
KA LBA AS THE PECULIAEITY PERTAINS TO ONE TIME.” 

JBhdsya. 

There is the following text — ‘ Agndvaisnavam prdtah astakapalam 
nirvapU) sdmsvatam^ charum, hdrhaspatyam charum ; agndvaimavain ekd- 
dashahapdlam madJiyandine sdrasvatam charum hdrhaspatyam charum ; 
agndvaisnavam dmdashahapdlam apardhne sdrasvatam charum hddt'haspatyam 
charum ; yasya bkrdtrvyah somena yajMa ’ [where the ‘ Adhvarahalpd Isti ^ 
is described as consisting of the following three ‘groups’- — (1) Three offerings 
made in the morning, — (a) to Agni-Visnu, of cake baked on eight pans, (5) to 
Sarasvatif of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of cooked rice ; — (2) three 
offerings made at midday, (a) to Agni-VisnU) of cake baked on eleven pans, 
(6) to Sarasvatly of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of Cooked Rice; — 
(3) three offerings made in the afternoon,— (a) to Agni-Vimu, of cake baked 
on twelve pans, (6) to Sarasvatl, of Cooked Rice, and (c) to Brhaspati, of 
Cooked Rice]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — In 
connection with all the three groups of offerings laid down as to be per- 
formed at the different times, — are the subsidiaries to be performed only 
once ‘ in common ’ ? Or separately with each group ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “ So should it he at the Adhvarahalpjd ; 
i.e. the performance should be ‘ in common as at the Animal-sacrifice. — - 
Why ? — Because the peculiarity pertains to one time ; i.e, of these three groups 
performed at three different times, there is one particular detail which has 
been laid down as pertaining to one time, — in the text ‘ Purdvdchah pravadito 
nirvapei ’ [which lays down an offering to be made prior to the Daw7i],—' How 
do you know that tiiis lays down the time for the making of all the offerings ? 

All the offerings, as leading to one and the same result, must form one and 
the same ‘ Context — -specially as the sacrifice has been enjoined as one whole 
under a single name, as bringing about the result— ‘ This is the Adharahalpd 
Isti, by which on© attains the sacrifice ’ ; from this it follows that wlien 
the (the First Group) are performed at the said time 

(‘prior to the Dawn’), th© other two groups, which have been originally 
laid down as to b© performed at the later times of ‘ Midday ’ and ‘ Afternoon 
also would become ‘anticipated ’ and performed ‘ prior to the dawn ’ ; and 
when these become ‘ anticipated all the subsidiaries prior thereto also 
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woMd become ^.‘' aiiticipatecl according to the principle eminciated : .'oiider 
Sutra 5. 1. 24 and wlien these become' ‘ anticipated % they become' applicable 
‘ in common ’ tO' all ; and this applicability ‘ in common ’ should appertain 
to the subsequent subsidiaries also. — ‘ Why so ? case all are performed 

‘ in comnion this ‘ common ’ performance does . not involve any^ infringe- 
ment of the order of sequence of these, ‘common’ performances. . If 
there were an infringement of the order of sequeiice, the latter groux> 
would have to be taken ux) only after the completion of the entire set of 
details relating to the first grouj). And such an' offering, 'when there is an 
‘ anticipation ’ as described above, involves an infringement of the order of 
sequence ; as in this case, the ‘ sprinkling ’ and other details relating to the 
First group would not be jDerformed until a.ll the details ending wa’th the 
‘ nirvdpa ’ (offering) have been j)erfoxmed in comiectioii with the latter 
group. — Further, when the actions have been started together, there is 
natmally a desire to perform them simultaneously ; — this desire being there, 
whatever comes in (as to be done) has to be ‘in common ’ to all, because 
no giound for discrimination is found 

StJTBA (19). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA — concluded] — “ The mention op the whole as ‘^isti’ 

INDICATES THAT IT IS ALL ONE 
BJidsya, 

“ The wdiole has been spoken of as one, in the text ‘ This is the Adhvam* 
kalpd Isti ’ ; in reality, it is not one sacrifice ; in fact, there are several sacrifices ; 
and if these are performed simultaneously, then it is only at the, end of all 
that the effort comes to an end ; and in this sense alone would the mention of 
it as ‘ one ’ be justifiable. For tliis reason also the performance should be ‘ in 
common 

[Siddhdnta'] — As a matter of fact, it is not right that the performance 
should be ‘ in common in fact, it should be separate. — “ Why ? ” 

SUTRA (20). 

As A MATTBE OP FACT, — ^INASMITCH AS THE GKOTJPS ABB DISTINCT ACTS, ' 
, \ AND THEIE PEOGEDITBE , HAS BEEN ENJOINED AS TO BE PEE- 
POEMED,— THE INJUNCTION SHOULD BE TAKEN ' AS PEE- 
TAINING TO THEM ALONG WITH THE 

SUBSIDIAEIES. 

[The words are the same as those of Sii. 14, above.] 

Bhdsya. 

The offerings in question— to Agni^ Vimu and the rest, — are so many 
distinct the procedure of these has been enjoined, in reference to 
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various points of time, -JMorning, Midday, and Afternoon ;-this injunction 
of the acts m question should be taken as pertaining to them along with 
their subsidiaries. Thus, on account of the difference in the tirm, we do 
perceive a distinction among them ; consequently, they should be performed 
separately. 

roV argument tliat “the peculiarity pertains to one time” (Su 

Is) ; — our answer to that is as follows : 


SUTRA (21). 

In' fact, the time sfokeh of peetains to the fiest. 

Bha§ya, 

I ‘Purdvachah pravadito nirvapet' mentions the time 

of the offering of the first sacrifice.-" But by ‘Context', the time should 
apply to all .—Context never specifies the scriptural details; what it does 
IS to indicate their use ; aU that Context has the capacity to do is to indicate 
that this comes m at this point’,— not that ‘this belongs to that, and that 
betongs to^that other ’.—As a matter of fact, from among the three groups of 
offerings , it is only that which is the first in order of sequence ivhieh is 
reco^zed as related to the time indicated in the text (‘ Purdvachah’ etc.) 
so that the peculiarity does not pertain to the one time; and as there is 
iversi y o time, the acts also should be performed separately. 


SUTRA (22). 

The T7SE OF the teem ‘ isp ’ i.s doe to the fact of theee bedstg only 
ONE Result, — ^as in other cases. 

Bhdsya. 

As regards the argument (urged in Su. 19) based upon the appUcation of 
the single name isti ’,— we find that even different actions, when bringing 

i^eLrofle rT on the basis of the 

f the Resuit ; and that is so because every effort ends with thp 

ob^ i. a. 

such as Sarvaprsthmi’,'Mrgdresti’,‘T:heIstiu&xne&8umarMs’. " ’ 


Adhikabana (5): The ‘ Vasd-oblations' should be offered 
separately, when the deities are different ; but ‘ in 
common \ when there is the same Deity. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case oe saoeifices with one and the same deity, the 

‘VasI-homa’ should be peefoemed ‘in common ’ ; because 
the actual offeeing is made at the same time. 

Bhasya. 

The subject-matter of this Adhikarana consists of those Animal-sacrifices 
where all the offerings are made to one and the same deity; such, for instance, 
as ‘Seventeen animals should be sacrificed to Prajdpati — -The Archetype of 
this sacrifice is the Agnlsomlya-ani'tnal-sacrifice, at which there is an offering 
called ‘ Vasddiofna^ [‘ Fat -oblation’], laid down in the text ‘At the end of 
the half -verse of the Ydjyd one offers the Fat ’ ; — ^tliis Vasd-homa is admissible 
•also at the former sacrifice of seventeen animals to Prey 

The question that arises in regard to this is— Should the Vasddioma be 
pQvioxmBd separately with each of the seren^em animals f Or only once 
‘ in common ’ for all ? 

The view that presents itself as the rational one is the following — In the 
case of sacrifices to one and the same deity ^ the Yasddioma should he performed 
*in common \ because the actual offering is made at the same time; — ^i.e. in 
the case of those animal-sacrifices which have only one deity, the Vasa- 
homa should be performed ‘ in common — ^\¥hy "t— Because the actual offering 
is made at the same time ; — ^the offering of all this is done at the same time, 
that time being laid down as — ‘ They offer it after having performed the 
Vaishvadeva sacrifice’; — -the deity also at these is one ovlj, Prajdpati ; 
hence they constitute a single ofiering ; — ^and the offering being one only, and 
the time for all being one and the same, — viz. : ‘ the end of the half -verse 
of the Ydjyd\ — ^when the Vasd-hoina is performed at this time, there is no 
differentiation discernible whereby it could be connected with any one of 
the offerings ; hence the performance should be ‘ in common 

SUTRA (24). 

When thEbe is bivebsity of time, and divebsity of Deities, thebe 

SHOXJED BE KEPETITION. 

Bhasya, 

In cases where there are different deities, — for instance, at the Ekddashina- 
sacrifices, where there are diverse offerings, the time indicated by ‘ the 
end of the half -verse of the Ydjyd^ is diverse ; and in connection with these, 
there is this differentiation discernible that the Vasd-homa is appertenant to 
that offering whose ‘ half -verse ol Yd jyd ’ has been completed. Consequently, 
in this case the performances are separate. 


Abhikakana (6) : At the YupaiMdasMm \ the ^ 
litiUs ’ should he offered ^ in common \ 

(SUTRA 25), 

[PUEVAPAKSA]— THE CLOSE, THE YtJPlHIJTI ^ SHOULD BE 
SIMILARLY TREATED.” 

Bhdsya, 

there is the Yupaikadashim, laid 
in the text- Hkddasfm yupan chUnatti ’ the Archetype of this 
■ upa% a ashini is the Agnt-somiya-animal-sacrifice, at which there is an 
a .‘/f “ [and under the general Law, this becomes 

ciamisMWe at the 1 

*®~^^®n this Yupahuti is offered at the Yupai- 
offerings]_is it to be ofiered separably 
each of these eleven offerings ? Or, only once ‘ in common ’ to all ’ 

mZ trZT^^ the Yupmui should he 

Z vZA r deities. 

nerforZl i« performed separately, so the Yupahuti also should be 

declaration-* Having 

vtr “ f proximity to the Post, one offers the Yupahuti 

it wfir several Posts must be diverse ;— so that if 

that offer offered m ‘ close proximity’ to any one Post, to that extent, 

o*»«i ““ •»»■<> b* 


SOTRA (26). 

In fact, it is only the negation of the othee. 

Bhdsya. 

Yupahuti should not be offered separatelv; it should be 

tt et “ - the negation o} the othZf U 

the text quoted IS only the negation of the usual Ihavanlya Fire (where hi 
all offering are made) not the iniunction of the ‘close proxiniitv’ (of h" 
Post).— How do you know that ?_”— There is the general rule tliat ‘Obla- 

FheV^what is^reh'^^^ into the Aavaniya Fire so that this Ahavanh,a 
iiie vhat IS recognized as to be used at all offerings.-Then it havinv 

perfor^d .t nhtinung ’ comes to be recognised as to be 

Ln^ed so t^Vf the performance has been com- 

necessi to speS 0^0 ^ T" ®"®ff'de this Pragvamsha) it becomes 
saij .speak of the close proximity of the Post ’ (as the place of the 
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Ohtirniiig)*- — Now if both' these- — the churning 0/ the Fire^ and the proximity 
of the Post as the place for the churning— w&m taken as eiijoined' by the text 
quoted, this would involve a syntactical split ; specially as the Churning is 
done for its own sake as also for the sake of another hence one of the 
two, either the Churning or the close proximity, should be taken as not meant 
to be emphasised ; and our opinion is that it is the Churning that is meant to 
b©' emphasised, not the close proximity* — “ l-¥hy ? — Because in reality, the- 

text is meant to be injunctive of the Churning. It has been declared thus— 

* The oblation should be offered in such a way as not to leave off the Post, — 
they do not offer the oblation into the Fir© of the Initiated ’ ; from which it 
is clear that it has been considered wrong to offer the oblation into * the Fire 
of the Initiated’; — hence for the avoidance of this, another alternative haS'' 
been laid down — ‘ Ha\dng recited the Vaisnavi verse, without leaving off the 
Post ’ ; — and yet considering it to be wrong to omit the Honia altogether, 
the Text goes on to say— ‘ The Homa must be offered,— one offei’s it in the 
house of the man himself ’ ; — as both these alternatives are inacceptable, the 
Text has negatived them and has added a tliird alternative — ^ Haxing 
chuxned the Fire in close proxinvity to the Post \ one should offer the oblation 
in such a way as to fulfil both the conditions — the oblation is offered, and 
it is not offered in the ‘Fire of the Initiated’. Now then, if the ‘proximity 
of the Post’ be taken as what is meant to be emphasised (and enjoined), 
then the ‘churning’ could not be regarded as emphasised (and enjoined);, 
and in that case the course to be adopted comes to be that ‘ the Ahavamya 
Fire itself should be carried to the proximity of the Post, and the oblation 
offered into it % — by virtue of the general rule that ‘ oblations should be 
offered into the Ahavamya Fire ’ ; — ^but in this case the prohibition ‘ not in 
the Fire of the Initiated’ would have no bearing on the matter at aU. — 
If, on the other hand, the churning of the Fire is taken as what is emphasised 
(and enjoined) by the text, then the Ahavamya Fire becomes negatived; 
because the Fir© that is churned out is different from the Ahavamya Fire ; 
in this case, the meaning comes to be — ‘ The oblation is offered, — and it is 
not offered into the Ahavamya ’. — From all tins it follows that what is 
enjoined is the churning, not th.e proximity, — ^the latter being only ref e^'red to. 
— “ Where has it been already known, — ^that the present is a mere reference 
to it ? It is aheady known by reason of its being the easier method of 
performance ; it would be difficult to hunt out the Fire and also the Post, 
hence it is far easier to churn out the Fire in proximity to the Post itself 
and offer the oblation there. There are cases of reference to what is recognised 
through reason also [and it is not confined to that alone which is by 

texts]. — IJnder the circumstances, there is nothing strong if the oblation is 
offered ‘in proximity’ to the Post. — “ Why cannot thB churning alone be 
done (near the Post, thereby carrying out the Injuaction), and the oblation 
offered, as usual, into the Ahavamya Fire ? ” — -In this case an invisible 
(transcendental) result would have to be assumed as following from this 
course of action. 

From all this it follows that the should be performed ‘ in 

common , ■ ■ ■ ■ 
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it 


SUTRA (27). 

Also because spots abb not , ebjoieed by the scbiptubes. 


Bhasya, 



Further, any such spots as ‘in proximity’ cannot be the objects of 
scriptural injunctions, — because ‘ proximity ’ is a relative term (and as such 
indefinite). If (in order to avoid this) it be held that the spot weamoa^ 
to the Post is what is enjoined, then the lighting of the Fire so close to the 
Post would lead to the Post itself being burnt ; and this would certainly be 
something very incongruous. Nor is it possible to ‘ churn ’ the Fire on the 
spot nearmost to the Post ; for this reason also no signifioanee can attach 
to the term ‘ close proximity % 




ADHiKARAisrA (7) : The ‘ Avabhrtha ' should he performed^ 
in tJie Water j, along with its subsidiaries. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PuEVAPAKSA — continued] — At the Avabhbtha, fob the maib 

OFFEEIHG, THEBE SHOULD BE MODIFICATIONS OF THE FiBE ; 

THEBE IS NO BEASON FOB THE SUBSIDIARIES TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH THE FiBE THROUGH THAT.'' 

BJidsya. 

In connection with thB Jyotistoma» there is the Avahkrtha-rite ; in regard 
to this we read — ‘ Apsu avahhrthena charanti ’ [‘ They perform the Avabhrtha 
in water ’]* 

Regarding this, we proceed to consider the following question — ^Is only 
the Main offering of the Avabhrtha to be made in ivater ? Or the subsidiaries 
also ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows: — “ At the Avabhrtha^ for the mmn offering 
only should there be modification of the Fire ; i.e. the Main offering alone should 
be made in the water. — ^Wliy ? — Because there is no reason for the subsidiaries 
to be connected with the Fire through that, — that is no reason why the sub- 
sidiaries should be connected with the Fire through the Main Ohering. The 
text ‘Offers oblations into the Fire ’ has laid down the Fir© as the receptacle of 
every kind of Homa ; so that it is applicable as much to the subsidiaries as 
to the Main Offering. „ As for the Water, it has been enjoined specifically in 
connection with the Main Offering only, in the text, ‘ They perform the 
Avabhrtha in Water ’ ; — the term ‘ avabhrtha ’ signifies that sacrifice at 
which the substance in the shape of the cake baked on one pan is offered to- 
the Beity Varuna, — this being declared in the originative injunction of the 
Avabhrtha, which stands thus — ‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha with the 
Cake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna What is enjoined here is not 
the proceeding, — in fact, the proceeding to the water is got at only by 
implication; what is enjoined is the ^praoharana\ performance (of the- 
Avabhrtha) ; — - there is no place of the name of ^avabhrtha ’ to which they 
could ‘ proceed ’ with the ‘ cake baked on one pan, offered to Varmm ’ ; — 
nor is there any such thing as ‘ cake baked on one pan offered to Varuna % 
the ‘proceeding’ whereby could be spoken of; — hence we conclude that 
what is laid down here is the connecting of ‘ the cake baked on one pan ’ 
with the particular deity (VaruTm) ;—thm ‘connecting’ is what constitutes "a 
‘ sacrifice’, and it is this sacrifice that is denoted by the term ^avabhrtha ’ ; — 
it is for this sacrifice specifically that the wiSer has been laid down as the 
receptacle ; how then can there be any possibility of the water being the 
receptacle of the subsidiary offerings ? ” 



'2150 


"SHABABA-BHlSYA : 


SUTRA: (29).:: 

[Pf RVAPAKSA— CO■?^ckrfed?]— '' JuST LIKE. ■ THE; SITBSTAISTGE AHD ■ .THE,. 

* Deity/V 

Blidsya. 

Just m th.Q substance — cake baked on one pan— and the -Deity— Varufia^ 
— enjoined in connection with the Main Oftering, do not become connected 
with tile subsidiaries, — similarly the water also (enjoined in connection 
with the Main sacrifice, cannot be connected with the subsidiaries),” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Siddhanta] — Ik fact, it is along with the subsidiaries that it 

SHOULD BE PERFORMED (iN WaTEB) ; BECAUSE THE DECLARA- 
TION OF PROCEDURE IS ONE ONLY. 

BJiasya, 

In factj it is along with its subsidiaries that the Avahhrtha should be 
performed in water, — Why ? ” — Because there is only one declaration of 
•procedure ; the water that is laid down here is not for the Avahhrtha, but for 
the performance (of the Avahhrtha); as the expression used is not ‘ 
aoahhrthe but ‘ apsu avahhrthma ’ ; both these terms are expressive of 
active agencies, and the two are not related to one another as ‘ qualification 
and qualified ’ ; both these are connected, not with one another, but with 
the verb ‘ char anti ^ (‘ perform ’) ; — this verb ‘ charanti ’ (‘ perform ’) is used 
with reference to the Performance ; — ^from all this it follows that the water 
is part and parcel of the Performance ; — the Performance also is one indivisible 
wiioie, comprising the Main offerings and the subsidiaries, as has been 
explained under Su. 11. 2. 7. Thus we conclude that it is the entire 
Avahhrtha along with the subsidiaries that has been laid down as to be per- 
formed in water ; so that the subsidiaries also should be performed in water* 

SUTRA (31). 

Also 'BECAUSE we find texts indicative of the same conclusion. 

BMsya* 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion— ‘ Having tlirowii 
the steaw into the water, one pours the Aghdra\ If the subsidiaries were 
meant to be performed into Fire, then this text would have to be taken as 
enjoining both— of Aghara in ivater and Throwing tm of the stra w ; 
and this would involve a syntactical split,— On the other hand, if the con- 
clusion explained above is accepted, then the mention of the 'water’ (in 
connection with the Pouring) would be a mere reference, and the injunction 
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woiiLd/:be.,that , of' the-: strata only..;, and this wo.uM not 

involve.any incoiigmity., 

..It, has; been, argued .(under Sii. 29) that “it should be as in the case. of 
the Substance and .the Deity — Our answer to tliis is as follows :~ 

StJTRA (32). 

It IS BECAUSE OF THE DIEFEBEKCE OF WOEDS THAT THERE IS SITTIXG 
ASIDE OF THE DeITY. 

Bhdsya. 

The words are different : the term.' ‘ avahhrtha ’ stands for the Main. 
Offering, and the subsidiaries are spoken of by means of such terms as ® dghdra ’ 
and the rest ; — the Substance and the Deity have been laid down in connec- 
tion with the term ‘ avahhrtha \ in the text ‘ They proceed to the Avahhrtha 
with the cake baked on one pan, offered to Varuna '' ; it is for this reason 
that these two (Substance and Deity) are not connected with the subsidiaries. 
As for water f however, it has been laid dowm as part and parcel of the per- 
formance as a whole. So that the reason put forward is f ound to be fallacious ; 
and the argxmrent is no argument at all. 



Adhikaeana (8): The subsidiaries should be performed 
separately at the Northern and the Southern altars. 

Bhdsya, 

In coiineetion with the Varunapraghdsa-sdbGn&Ges, separate * altars 
have been laid down — ‘ They install separate fires, they make separate plat- 
forms’ ; — ^in connection with this, we read- — ‘The Adhmryu 'keeps eight 
offerings on the northern altar, and the PratiprasthMr keeps the offering to 
alone on the southern one 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question— -ShonM the 
subsidiaries be performed separately at the Northern Altar and again at 
the Southern Altar ? Or those same that have been performed at the 
Northern Altar help also at the Southern one [and there is to be a single 
performance ‘ in common ’] ? 

The most rational view {BiMhdnta) is as follows ; — 

SUTRA (33). 

,At the VaRUNAFRAOHISA. sacrifices, in connection tVITH, THE. 

"SOTJTHEBN ALTAR, THE tVHOLE SHOULD BE REPEATED, BECAUSE 
OF THE DIFFERENCE IN PLACE. 

Bhdsya. 

The subsidiaries should be performed separately (at the two altars). — 
Why ? ” — Became of the difference in place ; the place differs in the two 
cases, — ^in one case it is the northern, and in the other, the Southern Altar ; so 
that those Main Offerings that are performed at the Northern Altar can be 
helped by only those subsidiaries that are performed at that same altar, as has 
been explained under Sutra 11. 2. 7 ; — and those subsidiaries performed at the 
Northern Altar cannot help the offering to Maruts (which is the main offering 
at the Southern Altar) ; hence for the sake of tills latter offering, it is 
necessary to perform the subsidiaries separately, at the Southern iiltar. 

SUTRA (34). 

/'■ Thebe is no injunction.’’, if this is urced [then the aiisw’-er Is as . , 

in the next Siitra.] 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “.If it is your view that the subsidiaries should 
be performed separately because of the difference in place, — -then, tiiat 
cannot be right ; because there is no injunction here of the ‘offering to 


ABHYlYA XI,- PlBA II, ' ABHIKABAXA (8). 


215S 


MaTMts'* I it, is only when 'the sacrifice is enjoined with a view to a result 
that it takes in the snbsidiaries. . In the ease, in qiiestion, the ‘offering to 
Mafwfe * has not been enjoined with a view' to the Result; as a matter of 
fact, ^ its injunction is contained in a totally different context — ‘ Desiring 
heaven, one should perform , the Chdturmdsya sacrifices’; — thus then, when 
the main offering (to Maruts) itself is not enjoined in the present context., 
there can be no possibility of the subsidiaries being performed here; under 
the circumstances, how could there be any question of the subsidiaries being 
performed separately or in common ‘i ” 

SUTRA (35). 

[Answerl — It would be as m . the case of the 

Paubnamasi. 

Bhdsya, 

There would certainly be a possibility of the performance of the 
subsidiaries ; as in the case of the Paurnamdsl ; in the text ‘ One should perform 
the Paurnamdsa on the Full Moon Day’, the result of the sacrifice has not 
been laid down ; — the result having been laid down elsewhere, in the text 
* Desiring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacx’ifices ’ ; 
— and yet, on the Full Moon Day the Paurnamdsa sacrifice is performed 
along with its subsidiaries ; the same should be done in the case in question 
also. 

SUTRA (36). 

'' Thebe is injuxctioh of the febfobmaxce — if this is ukged— 
[then the answer is as in the next Sutra.l 

Bhd.sya, 

The following might be urged by the Opponent-— “ What has been 
enjoined by the verb ‘ should sacrifice ’ in the case of the Paurnamdsz is 
the Performance (of the sacrifice) ; — and Performance is meant to include 
the Main offering as well as the subsidiaries; and time also is part of the 
Performance; — it is for this reason that on the Full Moon Day, the Main 
sacrifice is performed along with the subsidiaries 

Our answer to this is as follows 

SUTRA (37). 

So HEBE ALSO, 

■ ' Bhdsya. 

In the present case also, what is enjoined is the performance of the 
‘ offering to Maruts^— hj the verb ^ dsddayati \ ‘ keeps ’ ; and just as (in 
the case of the Pawwmdfia) Time is part of the Performance, so is Place 

■'-.47 
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also. — ^Honce it follows that on the Southern Altar, ' offering to Maruts ’ 
should be performed along with its subsidiaries. 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, the term * dsddayati \ ‘ keeps % does 
not denote the aacrifice ; how then can it signify the performance of the 
sacrifice ? 

Ansiver — ^The heaping spoken of is only for the purpose of the sacrifice, 
as at the Archetype ; as it is only thus that it serves a visible purpose ; 
otherwise, it would have to be assumed to serve an invisible (transcendental) 
purpose. And when the ‘keeping’ is for the purposes of the aacrifice, the 
sacrifice must be performed,— Thus then, the text in question indireetl>' 
becomes an injunction of the sacrifice ; just as in the ease of such texts as 
‘ One should offer Cooked Bice to Surya ‘ One should offer the tawny 
animal to Soma \ — ^From this it follows that in the case in question also, the 
performance of the ‘ ofiering to Maruts ’ is enjoined; and hence the per- 
formance of the subsidiaries being admissible, it should be done separately. 

StJTRA (38). 

“ But it is ‘ KEEPma ’ ip this is tjbgei)— [ then the answer is as 

in the next Sutra.] 

BMsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The term ^ dsddayati \ ‘ keeps denotes, not the 
sacfi'iflce, but the keeping. — ‘ But it would mdirectiy indicate the sacrifice \ — 
It cannot be right to abandon Direct Denotation and have recomse to 
Indirect Indication. — But such recourse will be necessitated by the fact that 
the Asddana serves a visible purpose — ^It would be so if the Msadana really 
served a visible purpose. If the pouring of tlie offering to Maruts were 
definitely known as to be performed in the Southern Fire, then alone would 
the keeping of the substance near it serve a visible purpose ; but the said 
pouring is not so definitely known. — ^At the Archetype, inasmuch as the 
Ahavamya Fire is one only, the pouring of the oblation is definitely known 
as to be done therein ; hence the keeping of the substance near it is regarded 
as serving a visible purpose. In the case in question, however, it is not so ; — 
and when it is not possible for it to serve a visible puzpbse, it is better to 
accept the direct denotation. Hence it follows that what is expressed b\' 
the verb ‘ dsddayati ’ is keeping, not sacrifice 

SUTBA (39). 

[Answer] — ^Not so; because it poems ' one sentence' with the 
SENTENCE SPEAKING' OP THE NORTHERN AlTAR. 

BMsya. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Aisddcina ’ does not serve an uriseon purpose. — 
"‘Why ? ” — Because it forms 'one sentence^ with the sentence speaking of the 


ADHYAYA ,Xi; PlBA II, ADHIKARANA (8). ; ■ : • 2155 

Northern. Altar -i.e.: inasmudi as. 'the sentence ‘ The Pratiprasthatr keeps 
til© offering to Maruts at the Southern Altar’ forms * one sentence’ with (is 
construed along with) the group of words connected with the Northern Altar, 
—as found in the sentence ‘He keeps the eight offerings on the Northern 
Altar h — ^it follows that this , toping is not meant, to servo an unseen purpose. 
— “ TIo’w is that ? ” — As. a matter of fact, the ordinary" notion is that the 
offering of the oblations might be done, without any restriction, in either 
one of the two Ahavamya Fires ; and as the Iceeping is meant to keep pace 
with the offering, the same idea holds regarding this keeping also. What the 
text in question therefore does is to restrict the particular Aliavanlya Fire 
to be adopted ; — the restriction that is imposed is always on what is pre- 
viously known ; — the Ahavamya is known to subserve the purpose of the 
offering of oblations, not any unseen purpose ; — Whence it follows that the 
‘ keeping ’ is for the purpose of the ‘ ohering of oblations k 

Another party comes forward with the following explanation The 
term ‘ dsadayati ’ as fomid in the first sentence speaks of the keeping of the 
oheidngs at both altars ; — ^at the Northern Altar it is clearly for the purposes 
of Homa ; hence when the same word is used in the second sentence in con- 
nection with the' Southern Altar, it cannot but be meant to be for the purposes 
of Horna ; — Whence it follows that at both altars, the ‘ keeping ’ is for the 
purpose of i-Iow?n.— It might be argued that — “ It is the dsadana, keeping, 
alone that is enjoined ; and it may be regarded as serving a visible purpose 
whenever it is found to actually serve a visible purpose, — and where it is 
not possible for it to serve a visible purpose, it may be regarded as serving 
an unseen purpose — ^Tliis however is not possible ; as this would involve 
the simultaneity of injunction and reference ; that is, where it is for a visible 
purpose, it would be referred to, being already known as to be done on the 
basis of the Archetype, — -while where it serves an unseen pm'pose, it would 
be enjoined', — ^but both these cannot be there at one and the same time. 
Hence the suggestion made is not right. 

“If it is for the purposes ol Homa, why is the sentence regarded as the 
injunction of the sacrifice, not the mere keeping ? ” 

The answer to this may be that it would be the elsewhere. — ^But 

that cannot be right ; because the keeping is for the purpose of Homa; and 
what is kept in one place cannot be offered in Homa in another place. 
Further, 

SUTRA (40). 

Because it is xot xegessary to speak op it. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not necessary to spesih oi the keeping for purposes of Homa ; for 
when the Ho?na is there (to be performed), the keeping comes in from the 
Archetype itself. It is necessary however to speak of the sacrifice ; it is 
possible for this sacrifice to be spoken of by means of the term ‘ keeping 
through indirect indication. Consequently in the case in question also, the 
term ‘ keeps ’ (‘ asddayati) signifies the per/or/wnce of the sacrifice, as in the 
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case of the ' BaurrmwhasV this it follows that the performance 

shoiild be separate. 

SUTRA (41). 

The scbiptural deolabatioh also is to the same eefect. 

Ehdsya. 

It is only under this conclusion arrived at above by means of reasonings 
that the scriptural declaration would be explicable ; this declaration being— 
‘Then the FratiprastMtr does what the AdJivaryu does’ ; and againj ‘ That 
wherein the Horms are offered is also celled Devaidydja ’ ; — all this shows that 
the sacrifice to deities is to be ofered at the Southern Altar also ; and this is 
possible only if the term ^ dsddayaW signifies the sacrifice, — For this reason 
also the conclusion should be as above. 



Adhikarana (9) : At the Northern and the Southern Altars, 
the Performer shall he the same. 

SUTRA (42). 

[POBVAPAKSA] “So ALSO THEBE IS DIVEBSITY OF PBBFOBMBES.” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the same subject, we proceed to consider the question 
— ^Ai*e the Performers at the two altars to be different ? Or the same ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — So also there is diversity of performers ; 
i.e. Just as the subsidiaries are to be performed separately, [so also are the 
Performers to be different] ; so that one set of performers should deal with the 
eight offerings with their subsidiaries at the Northern Altar, and another set 
at the Southern Altar. In this way the main sacrifices along with their 
respective subsidiaries would be performed in their own rightful places ; and 
hence those performers who have been distinguished as having worked at the 
Northern Altar do not render any help at the Southern Altar ; hence at this 
latter there should be an entirely different set of performers. 

StJTRA (43). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Not so; because oe inherence. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not so ; i.e. it is not right that like the subsidiaries, the Performers 
also should be separate ; as a matter of fact, the Performers should be ' com- 
mon “ Why ? ” — Because of inherence ; it is by virtue of a direct declara- 
tion that the Performers come into the performance, — the declaration being 
" The five Priests are the performers at the Chdturmdsya sacrifices ’ ; even 
though this declaration connects the Performers with the sacrifice as a whole, 
the component parts also of the sacrifice become connected with the same 
Performers ; — as regards the VaruTvapraghasa sacrifices also, as they are the 
component parts of the Ghdturmdsya, they also are accepted as connected 
with the same five Performers the performance of the several Varuna- 
praghdsa sacrifices is, to hQ treated as one only, because they all come in at 
one and the same time, and because they have the same beginning and end. 
—Such being the case, only that much of these should be done separately as 
is actuallj^ laid down as to be so done, nothing more than that ; the 
Performers have not been laid down as to be different; hence they should 
be ‘ common ^ ^ ^ 

The following argument might be urged here — “ When the main sacrifices 
have been declared to be different, the subsidiaries have to be regarded as 
different, even though this may not be declared in so many words. — ^Why ? — 
.Because the subsidiaries follow in the wake of their respective Principals; 
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SO that, just as by reason of ihB Pmydjas being different from the offering’ 
to the Maruts, they are performed separately, — in the same manner, by virtue 
of the Performers being * subsidiaries % why cannot they be regarded as 
separate, like the Pmy(%‘as and other subsidiaries ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^Even though several things may be 
equally ‘ subsidiaries yet the help rendered by one kind of subsidiaries may 
be totally different from that rendered by another kind; for instance, (a) the 
subsidiaries of the kind of the Pray djas help tlirough imparting an ' unseen ’ 
(transcendental) benefit; — (6) those of the kind of the ‘grass’ help by 
serving as the receptacle of the sacrificial materials ; — (c) those of other 
kinds help by embellishing the receptacles. Thus these subsidiaries vary 
with variations in the Sacrifice, the Place and the Receptacles. As for 
Performers^ they help by accomplishing the action ; hence, even though the 
Places be different, if the primary help rendered is recognised to be the same, 
they can accomplish the action (even at different places) ‘ in common and 
hence they need not vary, 

“ What do you mean by ‘ Primary help ’ ? ” 

What is meant is as follows — (A) As for the Eotr Priest, he is called 
the ‘ Performer of the Sacrifice ’ by virtue of his sitting in front of the 
Gdrhapatya Fire and behind the Ahavamya Fire and invoking the Adhvaryu 
by reciting the Ydjya and Anuvdhyd Mantras ; while he is still seated at the 
said place, lie can very well invoke the Pratiprasthdtr also, who, in his own 
turn, is officiating at the sacrifice, like the Adhvaryu ; and hence he need not 
be different in the two eases. — (B) Similarly, as the place of the Utkara 
is the same, the Agnldhra-Priest, while seated at that same place, can help 
both the said performers by means of the ^ Pratydshrdvana ^ (‘Reciting of 
certain texts) ; hence he also need not be different in the two cases. — (C) 
Similarly, the Brahman-Priest also, seated to the south, — wMcIi place is 
common to both the Ahavanlya Fires, the ‘ south ’ of the iSTorthern Fire 
being the same as the ‘South’ of the Southern Fire, — can help both the 
said performers by seeing what is done and what is not done and addressing 
the words of ‘ permission ’ ; hence he also may remain the same. — As for the 
Adhvaryu and the Pratiprasthatr, they have been held to be different 
virtue of the special declaration to that effect ; hence there is no incongTuity 
in that. — From all tliis it follows that there need not be separate sets of 
Performers. 

StJTPvA (44). 

' .Also ..because we eind indicative texts to the same effect. 

Bhdsya, 

There is also an indicative text pointing to the same eoiieltisioii—^ 
gives an old bull as the Sacrificial Fee ’ ; tliis shows that there is oiiljr one 
Fee ; and this is possible only when the Performer is one and the same. In 
another ease, as there would be no Fee, they would not help in the sacrifice. 
“But they might help, on account of the gift of the Anvdhdrya"\ — It is 
not understood where the Anvdhdjrya is to be given and where the Bull is 
to be given; as a matter of fact, inasmuch as no difference is perceptible. 
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it should be the Bull in both cases, ^What is enjoined as to be., secui’ed.must 
be .taken ns . meant ' tO' be ■ one,- — -if the word is. used in the Singular Number 
.(as .it' is in the present ease, the Fee being spoken of as, ^ daksinam ’) ; .hence 
the Fee is to be one, which means that the Performers should be' ‘ common 

SUTRA (45). 

Ox ACCOIJXT OF THE PBESEXCE. OF THE PlATFOEM ’ — IF THIS BE FEGEB 
—[then the answer is as in the nest /Swim], 

Bhdsya, 

The following might be urged — “ The presence of the Platform is foiuid 
to be declared as the reason (for separate priests), in the text — ‘ Within the 
platform the Hoffs foot is different from that outside the Platform ’ ; the 
same foot of the Hotr cannot help in both places ; hence there must be 
separate performers , . . 

SUTRA (46). 

Not so ; as it is oxly the place. 

Bhdsya, 

It cannot be as has been mged why ? — because it is only the place; 
i.e. ‘ the Hotr’s foot ’ has not been laid down here as helping the Platform ; 
it is only the place, the exact spot, that is laid down, — ^meaning that the 
Hotr should stand on such a spot that one foot is on the Platfoim and the 
other outside the Platform. — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because it is ‘ one sentence’ ; 
the whole of the text in question should be treated as ‘ one sentence because 
this woiild be in keeping with proximity, and also because the wdiole really 
expresses a single idea. If the ‘Hotr’s foot’ were enjoined as part and 
parcel of the Platform, then the placing of one foot on the Platform would 
have fulfilled the injunction ; so that there would be no need for any restric- 
tion regarding the other foot.— “ But it would be necessary to lay down the 
second foot also ; how else could the second also be understood to be there 
by the mention of the ‘ one on the Platform ’ ? ” — Because there is no in- 
congruity ; if it were known from any other soiuce that both the feet should 
be on the platform, then the assertion of one being there would be preclusive 
of the other ; there is however no such idea of both being on the Platform ; 
hence there is just a possibiKty of the second also being there. Thus there 
is a syntactical split. — ^If, on the other hand, the text is taken as laying down 
a particular spot, then as 4his indication of the spot is done by both the 
feet jointly, the resultant idea is one only; and hence it becomes a case 
of ‘ one sentence — From all this it follows that the ‘ Hotr’s foot ’ is not of 
help to the Platform, and hence it cannot be an object of injunction in both 
sentences, v 


Adhikabana (10) : At the Northern and Southern Altars, 
the ‘ Apardgnilca-homas ’ should he performed 
separately. 

StJTEA (47). 

[PGEVAPAK§A] — “ As THEY ABB OEEBEBD IN ONE AND THE SAME EIEE, 
THE PEEFOEMANCB SHOULD BE ‘ IN COMMON ’ IN THE CASE 

OF OTHEES.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same matter of altars, we proceed to consider the 
foliowing question — ^Are the Apamgnika-homas to be performed separately "i 
or * in common ’ ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows — “The performance should be ‘in com- 
mon ’.—Why ‘I— Because they are offered in one and the same Fire ; in the 
case of the Paurvagnika^homas^ it has been held that the performance should 
be separate, because of the diversity of the Fires ; in the case in question 
however, that reason is not present, as all the Homas concerned are offered 
in one and the same Fire ;-“-hence the performance of these should be ‘in 
common’.” 

SUTRA (48). 

[Siddhahta] — -In beality, the perfobmances should be separate, 
AS THE performers ARE DIFFBREKT. 

Bhdsya, 

There should be several separate performances. — “ Why ? ” — Because 
the performers are different ; the subsidiaries of the ‘ offering to the Maruts ’ 
are performed by the Pratiprasthdtr priest, while the others are performed 
by the Adhvaryu; — under the circumstances, if they were performed ‘in 
common ’ (wMch would mean that they are all performed by the same Priest), 
one or the other set would be performed by the wrong priest, and to that 
extent, the performance would be defective. Hence it follows that the 
performances should be separate. 



Adhikabana (11) : At the ‘ Vdjapeya \ the laying down of 
^ hMUng at the Brahmasdman^ is not meant to 
preclude the rest of the Sacrificial Performance^ 

—it is meant to postpone the further 
embellishments. 

SUTRA (49). 

[Puevapaksa] — ''When the animals bebioated to Prajapati have 

BEEN LET LOOSE AFTER BEING ' WASHEB IT MEANS THE 
ABANDONING OF THE SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCE, BECAHSE 
OF THE SIMILARITY OF WORDS, AS IN THE CASE OF 
THE ' ArANYA ’ ; CONSEQUENTLY, THE SENTENCE 
BEGINNING WITH THE TERM, ' BRAHMAS AMNI ’ 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE INJUNCTION 
OF A DISTINCT ACT.” 

Bhdsya, 

In reference to tlie ‘ Animals dedicated to Prajcqoati ’ at the Vdjapeya 
sacrifice, we read — ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed one 
should kill the animal at the Brahma-sdman \ 

The question that is going to be considered is — ^When it is said that ' they 
let them loose after they have been washed — -does this mean the preclusion 
of the rest of the Rites, — ^the sentence that follows, ‘ One should kill the 
animal at the Bmhma-sdman being the injunction of a totally different- 
act ? Or, is the first sentence meant to preclude only the embellishments 
(of the Animals), subsequent to the ‘ washing ’ — and the second sentence 
is meant to bring up those previously omitted embellishments again at a 
later time ? , 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — “ It means the abandoning of the sacrificial 
performance,— i.e. it is meant to preclude the rest of the rites, — because of 
the similarity of words, as in the case of the ‘ dranya ’ ; — in the case of the text, 
^ They let loose the animals after they have been washed it has been 
concluded under Sutra 9. 4. 52 that it is meant to preclude the rest of the 
Rites ; — and the words of the text under consideration are similar to those of 
that text. — ‘ What is the similarity between these two texts ? ’—What is 
found in the case of that text is^ — (a) that certain actions have been enjoined 
ill the text ‘One sacrifices Kapinjala birds to Vasanta\ — (b) that at ail 
those actions the details of the Archetype become admissible, — (c) that 
from among these archetypal details, those ending with ‘ washing ’ have been 
reasserted in the text ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed ’ ; 
and as such a reassertion without any qualifications is preclusive in its 
character, it is concluded that it is meant to preclude the rest of the Rites ; — 
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similarly in the case in question also, it is found — (a) that certain actions 
have been enjoined in the text 'Should sacrifice the animals dedicated to 
Prajdpati \ — (6) that at all these actions, the archet37pal details are admis- 
sible, — (c) that there is an unqualified reassertion of the details ending with 
' washing ’ ; which must be preclusive of the rest of the Rites. — Since this is 
so, therefore the text 'Should sacrifice at the Brahma-sdman^ should be 
regarded as the injunction of an act distinct from the previous one, — this 
distinct act being the sacrificing, at the Brahma-sdman^ of the seventeen 
animals dedicated to Prajdpati ?” 

StJTEA (50). 

In ideality, it should be taken as pbecluding the embellish- 
ments ; as the sentence being one, the SACEmCE MUST BE 
ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the text should not be taken as precluding the rest of the 
sacrificial performance ; what is meant is that those embellisliments 
wliich would normally come in after the ‘washing ’ are put off for the time, 
and are to be brought in at the time of the Brahma-sdman Why so ? ” 
— Because the sentence being one, the sacrifice should he one and the same ; — 
i.e. the whole of the text — ‘ They let them loose after they have been washed, — 
one should sacrifice at the Brahma’Sdman ^-^m ‘ one sentence How do 
you know that ? ” — In connection with the word ‘ sacrifice’ (in the latter 
part of the text), we do not find the mention of sxij Substance or Deity 
[which must mean that the action spoken of by the term ‘ sacrifice ’ has for 
its substance and deity the same that have been mentioned in the earlier 
part of the text] ; — as a matter of fact, it is only when the sacrifice meant 
is one and the same that there can be such ‘ one sentence ’ ; as it is in that 
case alone that the ‘ sacrificing ’ only has to be laid down, the Substance 
and the Deit.y having been already mentioned (in the preceding wwds). — 
In case the two w^ere distinct sentences, — the first preceding the rest of the 
performance and the second enjoining another sacrifice, — then tliis W'Ould 
mean a syntactical split ; and it would, in this case, be necessary to lay dowTi 
(afresh) the Substance and the Deity. — ^As for the argument that “ what has 
gone before would be connected with the second sentence ”, — the needs 
of the first sentence having been already satisfied, it could not be connected 
with the second sentence. — ^From tliis it follow^s that the two parts form 
•one sentence’. — “But even if the sacrifice be one and the same, if the 
first part precluded the subsequent embellishments, and the second ]>art 
enjoined the same, then the meanings being different, there wx>ukl be 
syntactical split”. — ^Not so ; the mere assertion of the ‘sacrificing at 
Brahma-sdman' implies the omission of what follow^s the ■washing; so 
that it does not need to be enjoined (by the first part) ; all that is done is 
that in reference to the said omission, the sacrificmg olone is postponed; 
so that the fact of the sacrifice being one and the same, does not in\’'oive a 
syntactical split at all. 
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StJTEA (51). 

Also because it is found that thebe is no " poubing ' of 

THE Fat. 

BMsya, 

There is the 'text — Savya vd etarhi vapd yadanahkighrfa, hrahma veil 
hrahmasdmaf yat hmhmasdmni dlahhate, tendsavydstendbhighrtd * ,* [where 
‘the iioa-pouring of the fat’ has been spoken of].— If the first sentence in 
question were preclusive of the subsequent embellishments,, then alone it 
would so happen that the Juhu vessel having been emptied, by the Savmnyei 
offering, there would be no ‘ renanant of the Prayajas \ — so that in this case 
alone would ‘non-pouring’ be possible. If, on the other hand, the said 
sentence were preclusive of the rest of the performance, then ‘ the saerifieiiig 
at Brahmasdman^ would be a distinct act ; at which the Prayajas .are per- 
formed over again ; of which the ‘ remnant ’ would be there, with which tlie 
t ’ could be done ; so that the mention of ‘ non-pouring ’ would be 

inexplicable in that case. — ^For tliis reason also the sentence should be 
taken as precluding the subsequent embellishments. 


Adhikaeana (12) : At the ^ ATnna\ the Getting loose oj 
the Bulls ’ is meant to lye 'preclusive of the rest of 
the PerfoT'rmnce. 

Bhdsya* 

There is an \Ahlna^ sacrifice named ‘ % lo-id down in 

the texh — ^ Mdrutlyah panclmsharadlyo^ kdmayet bahu sydmiti sa etena 
yajeta ’ [‘ There is the Panchashdrddlya smnfice to the Maruts ; one who is 
desirous of becoming many should perform this sacrifice’]; — in connection 
with this sacrifice we have the following declarations — (a) ‘ Vaishdkhydma- 
vdsydydm saptadaaha mdrutlstrivatsd apravltd updharoti ’ ; {b) ‘ Saptadaslia 
praahnlnuksndh tan paryagnilcrtdn proksitdnitard dlahhante pretardnutsrjanti [ ; 
(c) ' Tatah samvatsare rdfivd dnayanti tdnshchawokmah tan paryagni- 
krtdmtard dlabhante pretardnutsrjanti \ ' 

[The Panchashdradlya sacrifice is completed in five years ; during the first 
year, the sacrifice is performed on that Moonless Day on which the asterism of 
Vishdkhd falls ; at this the animals dealt with are seventeen young female animals 
and seventeen bulls after all these have been washed and besprinkled, the 
female animals are laid dowui as to be killed and the bulls as to be let loose ; the 
same process is repeated during the second, third and fourth years ;■ — then comes the 
declaration that three animals having been killed on each day, five should be killed 
on the last day.] 

In regard to the ‘letting loose’ of the Bulls, there arises the same 
question as above— Is the ‘ letting loose ’ meant to preclude the rest of the 
sacrificial performance, as in the case of the ‘ Aranya ’ ? Or is it meant to 
preclude only the subsequent embellishments for the time being, — being taken 
up again at the resuming being laid down in the last sentence, 

^ They kill tliree bulls on each day and five on the last day ’ ? — ^If it is 
meant to be preclxisive of the rest of the performance, then, each year, 
fresh bulls would have to be brought in ; if, on the other hand, it is meant to 
preclude only the embellishments, then, the same bulls would be kept for 
five years, being ‘ embellished ’ again and again, and being sacrificed only 
at the final Sutyas. 

On this question, the Purvapaksa is as follows : — 

SUTEA (52). 

[Purvapaksa]— “ The SAME SHOULD be the case with the PAfsCHA- 

SHlRADlYA SACRIFICES.’’ 

BMsya, 

'‘If you wish to know how the sacrifices are to be 

dealt with, the answer is ihBt the same should he the case with the Pahcha- 
shdradiya sacidfices ; Le. they should be regarded as the Prdjapatya offerings 
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(liave been regarded in tlie '.preceding AdJiilcanma ) ; i.e..' tlie * letting doose ’ 
should be taken as precluding the embellishments;' as in tins way, the idea 
is in keeping with the context '; -otherwise,- the .idea of the,, context, would 
be abandoned , and an entirely foreign conception brought in. It is only 
thus too that the expression ' tdnshchalva uhsnctk^ {‘those same bulls’), 
which' refers to the bulls previously mentioned in the saine context, bec.omes 
miderstandable ; as also the laying down of the expiatory Rite— ‘ If the 
Bull happen to be lame {Kuta 7), or one-eyed, one should offer cooked 
rice to Brhaspati ; if it should fall down, one should offer cooked rice to- 
Vdyii ; if it should die, one shotild offer cooked rice to Nirrti ’ ; these 
contingencies can come about only when the animals are kept (year after 
year, not if fresh ones are brought in every year). — From all this it follows 
that the ‘ letting loose ’ of the iBulis is to be treated as precluding the 
embellisliments. ” 

SUTRA (53). 

[Sibbhaxta]— Not so ; because it forms ' one sentence ’ with the 

Injunction. 

BMsya, 

It is not right that the ‘ letting loose ’ of the Bulls is preclusive of the 
embellisliments ; as a matter of fact, it precludes the rest of the performance 
itself — ^Why ? — Because it forms ‘ one sentence ’ with the Injunction the 
Injxmction of the sacrifice in question is — ‘ Saptadasha mdrutlh prshnih 
updicaroti ’ [which lays down the sacrifice of seventeen young she-animals 
to Maruts]; it is this text that contains the mention of the substance as 
well as the Deity with tliis injunction, the sentence ‘ saptadasha prshnin- 
uksnah ’ (‘seventeen young bulls’) forms ‘ one sentence’, and is syntactically 
connected.— “ How do you know that ? ” — The sentence ‘ seventeen young 
bulls ’ is incomplete (having no verb), and it is completed with the help of 
the preceding injimction, wliich supplies the missing words ‘ mdrutdndla- 
bhate ’ [thus completing the sentence ‘ Sacrifices seventeen young bulls to 
Maruts ’]. , . 

“ This would be a clear case of " anusahga^ (supplying of ellipsis); 
and in that case there are two distinct independent sentences ; — how then 
can it be said that ‘ it forms one sentence vdth the Injunction ’ ? 

Answer— If the former sentence is supplementary to the latter, then it 
involves an " anusa^iga while if the second sentence is supplementary to 
the former, then it is a case of ‘ one sentence ’ ; as a matter of fact, w-e shall 
take the second sentence as supplementary to the former ; the right course is 
that the second sentence should be regarded as supplementary to the former 
sentence, — not the former as supplementary to the latter. If the second is 
supplementary to the first sentence, then all that is needed is the inter - 
dependence of the two sentences ; while in the other case, it would be necessary 
to assume this interdependence, as also the A7iusahga (supplying of the 
ellipsis) ; and there would be a connection with what is expressed by the 
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particle ^ cha\ the meaning being---* Sacrifice seventeen young female 
aiumals to Maruts^ and also seventeen yoimg bulls’. It is not necessary 
however to add the signification of the particle * cha ’ ; as the fact of the 
two being taken together is secured by the combination of the two sentences. 
— ^Tlie upshot of all this therefore is that there is only * one sentence ’ in the 
case, laying downi thirty-four actions,— seventeen of these being let off after 
the washing^ and the other seventeen being dealt with as at the 'archetypal 
sacrifice. — Similarly with the subsequent injunctions. — When once the 
animals have been let ofi, it is not right that they should be used again in 
another performance; firstly because the performer has no longer any pro- 
prietary right over them, and also because they will have become stale. — 
From all this it follows that, as in the case of the * dranya ’ (vrild) animals, 
so here also, the sentence should be taken as precluding the rest of the 
performance. 

Under the circumstances, there should be a different set of Bulls eacli 
succeeding year ; so that there being no previous bulls there, there would be 
no ‘ abandoning of what is related to the context ’ ; — as for the expiatory 
Rite, it would fall due prior to the * letting off ’ of the embellished Bulls. The 
declaration of dependence also would be in reference to other similar Bulls 
‘ young ’ and ' dedicated to Maruts ’, — ^the previous bulls not being there ;■ — 
just as in the case of such expressions as ‘ Tdrmm yavdgwm tryahmn pibat% 
fdnyeva au^adhdnl, sa eva tittirih \ 

SUTRA (54). 

Also beoaijse the embellishments abe found 

MENTIONED. 

BMsya, 

The following text shows that the embellishments are to be performed 
every year — ‘ Tan prayagnikrtdn prohsitdn itard dlabhanle 
jantl \ — Tills might be a mere description ’’.—Not so ; in that ease there 
would be syntactical split— the two statements being ‘ Performs tlie wasliing ’ 
and ‘ Lets off those that have been washed ’.—Further, the tvashing of the 
‘ she-calves ’ and the * bulls ’ have been spoken of simtiltaneously ; as regards 
the she-calves, there would be only reference^ as it is airead^^ knovii from 
other sources, while, as regards the others (the Bulls), it would be enjoined, 
as it is not known from other sources. — This however cannot be rigiit ; wliile 
the embellisliments are there, both these are impossible; over the sacrifice 
one has perfect right ; hence in both cases there should be sacrifices. 


Adhikabana (13): The ‘ Abhisechantya’’ and the Dash 
2 :)eya'’ shovM he performed separately. 

Bhmya. 

Ill comiectioii with the Bajasuya, two.Skdha sacrifices are performed 
the A.bfdsMim%^a Bund th.Q Dashapeya. 

. In regard, to this we proceed to consider the question- — Are these to 1 
performed ‘ ill common ’ or separately ? 

The P'wrrapa/c-sa is as follows : — 

■ ■SOTRA (55). , i 

[PtJBVAFAKSA— A t ■ THE , ' DaSHAPEYA V. AS THEBE 1 
' , , AHTIGIPATIOH ’ . ..OF THE PUEOHASEj .THEBE SHOIT.LI>''' B,E " aHTI- 
.CIPATIOHh OF 'ALL THAT PEECEDES IT ; HEHOE,,.,,..THB 

pebfobmahce.'.of these , should .b,,e . Iih ■ ' a 

COMMON 

Ehdmja. ^ 

, , “ Of these two, .-the 'subsidiaries should be performed ‘in common h--4 
'Why Because .the ‘ Purchase ’ connected with, the Dashapeya is ., ‘ anti 
cipated% as laid, down in the text ‘ For the DashapBya and the. AhMs^ 
one vpur chases the /S'oma together at the same time’,; as a mattei: 
of imt, the AhMs^chamya comes before the Dashapeya ; hence if the Piirchas 
of the Soma for . both is done at the time of the Ahhisechanlyaf it means thi 
^ anticipation ’ of the ^Purchase connected with the Dashapeya, The ‘ anti 
cipation ’ of the Purchase leads to the ‘anticipation’ of all those detaili 
that go before the ' Pterc^ase, according to the principle evolved under Sutn 
5. L 24, From tiiis it is clear that the performance of these two Ekahc 
sacrifices is begun ‘ in common ’ ; and when they have commenced ‘ in 
common’, it is only right that their completion also should be ‘in 
common’. Hence we eonelud© that the performance of the two sacrifices 
should be ‘ in common 

SOTRA (56). 

[Phbvapaksa — concluded ]— \ Tm & declabation of simelabity pohsttsi 

TO THE SAME CONCLITSIOK.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

“There is the declaration to the effect that — ‘The two sacrifices, the 
Dashapeya and the Ahh^^ckcmtya are similar ’ ; and the similarity of the 
sacrifices can only be due to the similarity of their procedure ; as by them- 
selves they are distinct.” 
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; -SUTRA ,:-(57). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, thebe is no ‘ anticipation \ beoaijse it IS'. 

ON ACCOtTNT OP THE SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS THAT THE TWO 
ARE LAID DOWN AS TO BE BONE TOCETHEE* 

BMsya, 

In reality, there is no ‘ anticipation ’ of the Purchase at all.-— Why ? — 
Because it is on account of the special requirements i i.e. one Purchase is 
prompted by the actnal requirements, while the other is done only because it 
is so laid down. In connection with the purchasing of Soma which is done 
before the performance of the sacrifice begins, there are the following details 
At the time of securing the accessories of the sacrifice, there is a conversation 
between the sacrifieer and the Soma-vendor, — the determining of the price 
of the Soma and the buying of it ; from the very nature of these details, 
it is absolutely necessary to perform them ; for, if all this were not done, 
it would not be right to undertake the performance of the sacrifice at all. — ^ 
‘'Why? ” — Because in that case it is Just possible that at the time of the 
actual performance there may be no So^na at all ; — or the Vendor may not 
agree to give it at the price offered ; so that in that ease the sacrifice could 
not be performed. — ^It is for this reason that it has been laid down that all 
this should be done together, at one and the same time (for both the sacrifices 
in question). — “ Why so ? ” — Because this first Purchase is the main pur- 
chase, — ^it having been nearly completed at that time, the payment of the 
price only remaining to be done. — ^As for the other details — such as the 
pronouncing of the Mantra ‘ Kalayd te hrinami ’ and so forth,- — these are 
mere details; specially as the Vendor is not an independent agent. Such 
being the case, if the Purchase were done at different times, the subsidiaries 
also would be performed at those same times. — In the conversation held 
between the Vendor and the Purchaser, the root ‘ iTr i ’ has been used 
in the sense of purchasing ; as is also found in such ordinary expressions as 
‘ Devadattena saha asmabhih dhdnyam hritam ’ [‘ Paddy has been purchased 
by us along with Devadatta ’], where the transaction has been completed 
and hence a reference is made to it. — All this is outside the pale of the sacrifice. 
—Hence there can be no ‘ anticipation’ (of the Purchase); it has to be per- 
formed separately at its own proper time in both cases. 

SUTRA (58). 

Also because , the ' Avabhrtha' is bound in connection with 

THE EORMBR (OF THE TWO SACRIFICES). 

' Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, we find the A mentioned in connection with 

the ‘ former i.e. with the AhhisUhaniya,—m the following text—' Sama- 
nam vai etad yajham vichchindanti yadahhisMiani^yasyavahhrthaniahh^ 
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yanti^ [^ li they, separate the Avahlirtha from the 'AbMsechamyci^ they disturb 
the .even tenor of the sacrifice-’] ; this- connection Jjetween the 
and, the, is possible .only if there are separate performances ; 

.otherwise, the Avahhrtha would have to be pierformed- .at the end of the 
Dashapeya, « 

SUTRA (59). 

The Ixitiatioxs also abe eouxb cohnecteb with the latter (of 

THE TWO SACRIFICES). 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Dashapeya also, we find the Initiations mentioned 
separately ; it being declared that ‘ they should increase the number of 
Initiations at thB Ahhisechamya, so that on the tenth day the Dashapeya 
becomes accomplished ; at which the Soma is purchased at the same time 
and the Initiation is done at the same tims — ^If the two were not pei’formed 
separately, then the Initiations of tlao Dashapeya would be done at the 
Ahhisechanlya also ; and in that case the said declaration would not be 
compatible. 

As for the argument urged (in Su. 56) that — The declaration of 
similarity points to the same conclusion ”, — our answer to that is as follows - 

StJTRA (60). 

They abb ‘similar’ by rbasoh of the time beihg: the- ' 

SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

The two Soma-sacrifices are performed dining the same season ; so that 
after one year it is in reference to this sameness of time that there is the 
declaration of ‘ similarity ’ with regard to the latter of the two. Such a 
declaration would have no sense if the performances were not separate. — 
From all this it followrs that the two sacrifices in question should be performed 
separately. 
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Adhikarana (14) : In the text IVdrunya niskdsena 
tusaishchd'Qabhrthamabhyavayanti \ the ‘ Avahhrtha ’ 
is laid down as a distinct sacrifice. 

BMsya, 

111 eoniieetioii with the V arunapraghdsa sacrifices, we read — ' Vdrmvyd 
niskdsena titsaishcMvahhrthamabhyavayanti ’ [‘ They proceed to the Avahhrtha 
with the srmarings of the Vd-runl and the Chaff 

[At the Varuna-praghdscty the eighth substance is this ‘ Curdled Milk for Varima, ’ 
this substance along with the Bam made of barley -flour having been otfered, they 
otfer the ninth substance, a cake baked on one pan ; then they perform the 
Avahhrtha with the smearings left in the vessel that contained the Curdled Milk, 
as also the Chaff of the barley of whose flour the Ram had been made.] 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the foil owing question — Does 
tills mean the postponement of the previously-mentioned offering ? Or the 
injunction of a distinct act ? 

SUTRA (61). 

[PlJRVAPAKSA] — A t the AvABHBTHA, — ^INASMUCH AS THE ' SMEARIKGS ’ 
ARE PART OF IT, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ ANTICIPATION ’ OF THE 
OFFERING, AS IN THE CASE OF THE ' AnIMAL 

BMsya, 

“ Tills is a case of ‘ anticipation ’ of the offering ; — why ? — because it is a 
part of it ; the Curdled Milk has been laid dowm as to be offered to Vanina, 
in the text — ‘ Curdled Milk is for the Maruts ; Curdled Milk is for Va.runa/'’ ; 
— this Curdled Milk is found to be offered to Varupa on two occasions— -one 
part of it is offered in place of the Avdpa, and another part, after the Samistu- 
yajus ; — in both cases the deity is Varuna; — hence it follows that there 
should be ‘ anticipation ’ of the offering; — as in the case of the ^ Aniimd^ ; 
i.e. out of the Savamya animal, ‘ they offer the fat at the morning extrac- 
tion, the cake at midday and the limbs at the evening extraction.'* ‘ What 
is the use of introducing the term, Avahhrtha at all (in the Sutra) ? ’-—It is a 
merely- — a figurative reference, — on the basis of the place and the deity being 
the same (in the case of the Avahhrtha and the offering to Varuna In question). 
— ‘Why cannot the term be treated as transferring the details (of the 
Avahhrtha to the offering to Varuna), —-like the term ‘ agnihotra ’ (see 7. 3. L) ? ’ 
—Because it cannot be so taken ; it is not possible for one and the same 
sentence to lay down ‘anticipation' of the offering and also the trayisference of 
details ; in fact, after having laid dowm the offering, it has 

no capacity left for laying dowm the trmsference of details^' 
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SUTRA (62). 

[Siddhanta]— In eeality, there should be separation; because 

OP CONNECTION WITH A "WBLL-EINOWN NAME. 


Bhdsya, 

In fact, there should be no ' anticipation ■ of the offering ; what is meant 
is the separation — -of the sniearings ; and the action laid down in the text is 
an entirely different one. — “ Why ? ^^—Becmise of connection with a welhknotmi 
^mme i.e. because of connection with the well-known name ^ avahhrtha in 
the sentence ^Nishasendvabhrthamahhyavayanti ^, — “It has been already 
explained that the use of the name is only figurative, for the purposes of 
reference — If it were a mere reference, then it would not prompt any acti- 
vity and hence it would be useless ; while, if it transfers the details, then it 
serves a distinctly useful purpose.— But even in that case the use of the 
term would be figurative”. — Yes ; but even a figurative term, if prompting 
activity, serves a useful purpose ; just as such figurative expressions as — 
‘ agnau tisthati '' [‘ stands in fire ‘ avate tistliati ’ [‘ stands in the pit But 

such usage involves the incongruity of a term having several significations 
There is no such incongruity in the case of the term laying down an entirely 
new action; just as;4n the case of the text, ^ Etasyaiva revattpi vdravanr 
tlyamagnlstomasdma hrtvd pashukdmo hyetena yajeta\ — “ But how can the text 
in question lay down an entirely new action ? ” — The answer to this is as 
follows : — I¥hat is declared in the text is that ‘ they proceed to the Avahhrtha 
with the smearings of the curdled milk ofiered to Varuna and with the 
Chaff ’ -as a matter of fact, however, it is not possible for the Avahhrtha 
to be ^ proceeded to ’ ; — hence the meaning is mider stood to be that ‘ with a 
view to performing the Avahhrtha with the smearings and the Chaff, they 
proceed to the water ’ ; tins being analogous to such assertions as ‘ with a 
view to maldng a cloth, they weave the yarns’. — the same idea might be 
said to be indicated indirectly (figuratively) ; like such assertions as ‘ those 
who knowing this proceed to the saUra ’ [where also ‘ proceed ’ stands for 
‘ perform ’]. 

SUTRA (63). 

Ip TT IS urged THAT ‘‘ IT MAY BE AN ACT GP DISPOSAL THAT CANNOT 
BE; BECAUSE OP THE PRESENCE OP ACTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It might be argued that— “ Inasmuch as * the smearing is only the 
remnant of what has been ofiered at another sacrifice, the ‘proceeding to 
Avahhrtha" may be regarded as merely an act of Disposal"". 

That cannot be. — “ Why ? ” — Because of the presence of action ; i.e. we find 
the substance spoken of as connected with a positive (fruitful) action, as is 
clear from the use of the Instrumental Ending (in ‘ nlsMsena ’) ; if it were a 
mere Disposal, this would have been signified by the use of the Accusative 
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Ending, because in that case, the substance, not the acjJion, would be the 
predominant factor ; as is found in the case of the text ^ Ohdtmle hrsi^vi§di^m' 
^ Throws the Black Horn on the dust-heap *]. 

Or the term [^KarmasamyogdV in the sutra] may be taken to mean connect- 
ion with action, through the term * avahhrtha ’ ; if it were an act of Disposal, then 
the term ‘ avahhrtha ’ would be meaningless ; because the only purpose that 
this term could serve is to transfer the details of the Avahhrtha sacrifice but 
it is not possible to transfer the Details of a positive primary sacrifice to a 
mere Disposal ; as there is no similarity between the two. — ^In that case the 
only meaning possible would be ‘One disposes of the substance by the 
Avahhrtha ’ ; — as a matter of fact, however, there is nothing that has been, 
‘disposed of’ by the Avahhrtha, which could be transferred. 



Adhikabana (15): The ^ Udayanlya-offering ^ out of the 
‘ Prayaniya-smearings ^ is a positive act by itself to 
which the ‘ s^nearings ’ is subsidiary. 

SUTRA (64). 

[PtJB.VAPAK§A (A)] — “The case oe the Udayastiya also is TO BE 

TEEATBD LIKE THAT.” 

BM.§ya. 

“ In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — ‘ Out of tYie Prdyanvya- 
smearings on© ofers the Udayamya/"* 

[The question being as before] — ^there is the following Purvapaksa : — ■ 
As in the case of the Avahhrtha, so here also, the smearings should be treated 
as the accessory detail ; as here also there is connection with a primary act of 
the name of Udayanlya^ — in the text ‘out of the smearings of the Prdya- 
ffiya on© offers the XJdayanlya ’ ; — ^tli© TJdayanlya however cannot be offered ; 
so here also, it is only the relationship (connection) that is laid down ; — ^the 
meaning being that ‘ He makes up the offering material out of the smearings 
of the Prayamya, for the purpose of performing the Udayanlya ’ ; — or it may 
be taken figui’atively, as before. — Further, the presence of the Accusative 
Ending indicates the predominance of the action, and the Locative Ending in 
‘ nishdse ’ indicates the subordinate character of the smearings {niskdsa). If 
it were an act of Disposal, the action would be the subordinate and the smear- 
mgs, the predominant factor ; and in that case the action would b© connected 
with the Instrumental Ending and the smearings with the Accusative Ending. 
— ‘ The Locative is used also in connection with the predominant factor ; 
for instance, in such expressions as Svdgdre gdvq vdsyantdm, prdvdre 
kusumdni \ — Such is the case when the substance has been already known, 
from other sources, as the predominant factor ; in a case however where the 
matter is amenable to verbal authority only, the substance can b© regarded as 
the subordinate factor; because these endings are case-endings expressive 
of active agencies, and active agencies are subservient to actions, because they 
are well-established entities,— and when entities already established are 
spoken of along with those to he accomplished, the former are subservient to 
the latter; on the ground that they serve a visible purpose; if what is to 
he accomplished were taken as subservient to a well-established entity, it would 
be necessary to assume a transcendental purpose served by it; — ^but while 
a visible purpose is possible, there can be no justification for assuming a 
transcendental purpose,” 



2174 


SHABAEA-BHlS YA : 


SUTRA (65). 

[PfjRVAPAKSA (B)]— “ Ob, it- may be an act of . Disposal ; as there 

IS NO CONNECTION WITH, THE ACTION.’^^ : ■ ^ 

Bhdsya, 

“ Or, tlie Udayanlya may be regarded as an act of Disposal ; the smearings 
being the subordinate factor.-— Why so ? — ^Because there is no connection 
with action; i.e. the ‘ smearings ’ has no connection with the 
offering ; in fact, the ‘smearings’ is connected with the Nirvdpa [offering,^ 
as is clear from the words ^ nisMse nirvapati\ — Inasmuch as the 
nlya is the most important factor in the context, the right thing is to connect 
the smearings with that ’. — ^Npt so ; if it is connected with the predominant 
factor, then it remains incomplete, — as to what is it that the Udayamya 
does to the smearings. This information has to be supplied by the word 
‘ nirvapayitavyam ’ (‘should be offered ’), the complete idea thus obtained 
being ‘ one offers the Udayanlya'' ; and it has been already pointed out that 
the Udayaniya has no connection with the smearings. We are forced there- 
fore to adopt the construction which gives the sense that ‘for the purpose 
of performing the Udayanlya one secures the offering-material in the , smearings 
of the Prciyanlya\ The ‘smearings’ too is a remnant of the Prdyanlya- 
offering ; in fact, the very term 'nisMsa^ (‘smearings’) is denotative of the 
remnant ; it stands for that substance which has been left smeared in the 
-vessel ; — an act of ‘ Disposal ’ consists in the using of the reiimant for 
some other purpose ; and such an act becomes C part and parcel of the main 
act, and as such, must have its connection with the main sacriffee duly per- 
ceived — or inferred, if it is sax indirectly helpful accessory ; the Locative Ending 
also has been found to be used in the sense of predominance. — From all this 
it follows that the act in question is one of Disposal. — ‘ But even so, it should 
be treated as the injunction of a distinct act, as in the case of the Avabhrtha \ 
— ^It might be so, if the act had not been already enjoined (elsewhere) ; as a 
matter of fact however, the Udayanlya has been aheady enjoined in the text— 
‘ Adityah prdyamyashcharurhhavati dditya udayanlyo dishdm prajhdtyai ’ ; 
and it is recognised that it is for the performance of this Udayamya. that 
the ‘ smearings of the Frdyamya ’ come to be offered. — ^From all this it follows 
that the text in question cannot be taken as the injunction of a distinct act.” 

SUTRA (66). 

[SiDDHINTA] — As A. MATTER OF FACT, IT MUST BE A POSITIVELY FRITITFHL 
^ ACT,— BECAUSE THE THING IS. AN AUXILIARY, BEING ENJOINED 
BY A TERM EXPRESSING THAT IDEA ; LIKE THE ACT OF 

'ShrayanaA 

Bhdsya. • * 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ offering of the smearings ’ should be treated 
as a positively fruitful act,— not as an act of ‘ Disposal “ Why ? ” — 
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Bemuse the thing is an auxiliary ;.tlie ‘ smearings ’ is an aLixiliary to— a sub- 
sidiary 'detail of- — the ‘offering ’.—‘‘How do yon know, that Because 
it has . been enjoined by a term expressing that idea; i.e. because it has 
been enjoined by a. term — i.e. the ' Locative Ending — ^which is expressive 
of that idea the Locative Ending is used in the sense of the receptacle ; and 
the receptacle of the action and the agencies conducive to that action is that 
which operates in the way of holding (containing) them; hence it must be 
auxiliary (subservient) to it, — “'As a matter' of fact, the smearings cannot 
hold or contain any tiling ; the containing is done by the Dish — -This ease 
is to be taken as similar to that of the Coolmig Pot ; the Cooking Pot contains 
the Riee and the Ground contains the Pot ; and yet the Pot does not cease to 
be the container. — ^It might be argued that the smearings do not rcMider any 
visible help. — -But the same maybe said of the Cooking Pot also. — ^Then again, 
the offering-substances serve the useful purpose of accomplishing the Udaya- 
nlya ; if then, these substances are embellished by the .swear then the 
smearings also serve a useful purpose. If, on the other hand, it is the smear • 
ings itself that is embellished, and no other pmpose is served by it, then 
it would do nothing.- — -“ But that 'also has accomplished the Prdyanlya 
offering, and the embellisliment done for that purpose would certainly serve 
a useful purpose.” — iO'ot so ; because the embellishment of what is being used 
is superior to the embellishment of lohat has been used. 

Further, if this were an embellishment of the s7nearings, and as such a part 
of the Prdyanlya, — then this vroiild militate against its proximity to the 
Udayanlya. — ^From all this it follows that through its connection with the 
smearings, the act in question renders an invisible help to the offering- 
substances used at the Udaya^ilya ; — as in the case of the ‘ Shrayana^ ; just as 
in the ease of the declaration — ^ Payasd maiU^avarunam. shrlndti, dhdnd- 
bhirhdriyojanam ’ — the act of ‘ shrayana ’ renders help to the Soma-sacrifice. 


End of Pdda ii of Adhydya XI. 



ADHYAYA XL 

LIDA IIL 

Adhikarana (1) : Smh details as the ^ Making of the 
Platform'' may he done at a time other than the 
time of the Principal Sacrifice, 

StJTRA (1), 

Inasmuch as subsidiaries are performed at the same time as the 
Principal, they may be performed at another time 

WHEREVER THEBE IS A DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya, 

Under Sutra 11. 2, 7, it has been explained that the subsidiaries are to 
be performed at the same time, at the same place and by the same performers 
as their Principals. This is what is recognised as to be done ever^nvhere. 
But wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they may he performed at 
another time ; i.e. wherever there is a declaration to that effect, they may be 
performed at another time, at another place and by other performers; 
e.g. (a) ‘ At the Darsha, sacrifice, one makes the platform on the previous 
day \ (h) ‘ They perform the Avabhrtha in water (c) at the Agni sacrifice, 
in the Sautrdmani, there are distinct sacrificial fees prescribed — in the form 
of a Mare (Badavd) — ; which shows that the performer is different. 


Adhikabana (2) : ' The Adhdna, ^ Fire-inskdlation '^^ is to 
be performed "" in common \ 

StJTRA (2). 

INASMUCH AS THE THIHG IS BBOTJGHT ABOUT AT A TIME OTHER THAK 

THAT OE THE SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCES, THE. OPERATION 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO ALL ; AS IT 
HAS ITS OWN TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

We find the Adhana, Fire-installation, laid down in the text — The 
Brahmana should install the Fire in spring,— the Ksathriya in the summer, 
and the Yaishya in the autumn ’ ; — ^and it is an acknowledged fact that this 
Rite is for the purpose of performing sacrifices. — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because it 
has no result of its own ; the use of the Fires installed lying in such actions 
•as ‘ the ofiering of oblations into the Ahavaniya Fire % ‘ the Cooking of 
offering materials in the Gdrhapatya Fire \ ‘ the Cooking of the Anvdkdrya, 
etc. in the Dahsindgni Fire \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question— Is this Fire- 
installMion to be done separately for the purposes of every sacrifice that one 
may be going to perform ? — Or should it be done once only ‘*in common % for 

the purpose of all kinds of sacrifices that one may have to "perform --Istis, 

Amjnal-sacrifices, Soma-sacrifices, and Darvihomas ? 

The only rational view (Siddhdnta) is as follows : — Inasmuch as the 
$hing~Fire — is brought about at a time other than that of the Sacrificial 
Performance, — such, for instance, as ‘ spring % ‘ summer ’ and ' autumn — 
the operation, — of installation — should he taken as apperta ining to all, — “ Why 
— Because it has its own time ; the Fire-installation has its own distinct time, 
in the shape of sprmg and the rest ; and it has not beezi laid down as to be 
performed at the time of any particular sacrifice ; hence there can be no such 
discrimination as that ‘ the Installation is for the piuposes of this sacrifice, 
not for those of this other ’ ; and when there is no such discrimination possible, 
the only right conclusion is that the Installation should be regarded as 
"common’ to all sacrifices. 

There is this discrimination possible that the Fire -installation is for 
the piupose of that particular sacrifice which is the first to be performed 
after it.” 

Certainly this discrimination is possible ; but mere immediate sequence 
cannot be a reason (for connecting the one with the other) ; because, even if 
the Fire-installation were for the purposes of all sacrifices, its performance 
must come before some one sacrifice, as simultaneity is not possible. So 
that ‘immediate sequence to some one sacrifice’ is a reason that would be 
applicable to both the conclusions— that ‘ the Installation is for the pur- 
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poses of all sacrifices’ and that Vit is for the purposes of the on© sacrifice 
only ’ ; — and being equally applicable to both, it cannot be regarded as 
a sound reason. • - 

Then again, it is not with the of Fire that sacrifices are begun ; 

in fact, they are begun with the Fetching of Fire ; in case they did begin with 
the InsZaZtofon, then it naight be regarded as the beginning of that parti- 
cular sacrifice which would have been begun with it, — and not of any other 
sacrifice ; as the one sacrifice would have come in between the two (the Ins- 
tallation and the other sacrifices) and with the finishing of that one 
sacrifice, the Installation also would come to an end, — -just like the 
Fetching. As a matter of fact, however, no sacrifice is begun with the Ins- 
tallation ; as at the time of the Installation the time of the sacrifice has not 
arrived ; all the texts laying down the sacrifices pertaining to times later than 
'that of the Installation. 

“What is it then that is done by means of the Installation?” 

The substance, in the shape of the particular Fire, is secured ; just as 
one would secure Iron or Gold, with the \new that ‘when I have my own 
Iron or Gold, I shall do with it any tiling that may present itself and then 
in time, he makes (out of the iron) the things he recpiires, such as the Ax& 
and the like ; — similarly in the case in question ; the man secures the Fh© 
with the view that ‘when I have got my own Fire, I shall perform with it 
any sacrifice that may present itself ’. There is no ground for maldng any 
such discrimination as that ‘it is for the purpose of tliis, and not for that 
of the other ’ ; and as a matter of fact, it is fit for being used for the ptu’pose 
of all sacrifices. Hence it follows that the Installation is for the purpose 
of all sacrifices. ^ 

Then again, these several kinds of sacrifices, — Essential (compulsory), 
Prospective and Contingent, — ^have their respective times according to chciim- 
stances ; all these have need of the Fire installed in the sp^'ing ; it is not 
possible, during any other season, to install the Fire ‘in the spring’; this 
‘ want of connection ’ (incongruity) would be there if the Installation were 
done separately for each particular sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the 
Installation is for the purposes of ail sacrifices and hence ‘ common then 
there is no such incongruity.~For tliis reason also the Installation should 
be ‘ in common ’ for all sacrifices. 


Adhikabana (3): In connection loith the ^ Agnisomtya’ 
and other sacrifices, the ‘ Post ’ is set up ‘ in common ’ 

for all. 

SUTRA (3). 

The Post also ; as it is not set up at the time of the sacrifice. 

Ehasya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, there are three anmial-sacrifice^i 
— Agnlsomlya, Savamya and Anuhandhya ; — in connection with these, there 
is the Post, laid down in such texts as — ‘ He ties the animal to the Post of 
KliadiTa-viood\ ‘He ties it to the Post of Pa?as/ia-wood% ‘He ties it to the 
Post of wood 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Is the Post to be 
set up separately for the tying of each of the three Animals ? Or is it to be 
set up ‘ in common ’ for all ? 

The PuTvafoalcsa IB as follows: — “It should be set up separately; — 
why ? — because in the Agnlsonnya, the Post is included by the declaration 
of its procedure ; so that, according to the General Law, it should have to be set 
up at the other two animal -sacrifices also ; because the declarations of pro- 
cedure are complete with each particular sacrifice, and hence indicate the 
setting up of the Post separately for each such sacrifice. Consequently, the 
Post should be set up separately.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — The Post also should 
be set up ‘ in common — because it is not set up at the time of the sacrifice ; 
as a matter of fact, the Post is not set up at the time of the performance 
of the animal -sacrifice ; it is set up at a different time, as la. id down in the 
text — ‘He cuts out the Post during the Initiations, or after the purchase 
of the Soma \ When it is set up at that time, there is no i*eason for making 
any discrimination, such as — ‘ it is for the tying of this animal, not for that ’ ; 
while it is possible for all the three animals to be tied to it. Hence it should 
be r€)garded as serving the piuposes of all the three animals. 

SUTRA (4). 

Also thebe is a text lstdigatihg. that there is only one Post. 

BTidsya, 

There is a text which shows that there is only one Post pertaining in 
common to all the three animals in connection with the Savamya animal, it 
is said — ' Trivrtd yupam parivlya '^; wMch Ib»js down the encircling of the 
Post with a threefold thread if there were several Posts, then, inasmuch 
as the previous Post will have served its purpose (in connection with the first 
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sacrifice of the the said Post would come into the second 

(Samnlya) animal, under the General Law, and there would be no need for 
separately laying down the 'encircling with the threefold thi*ead’. If, 
on the other hand, the Post is common to all the three, then its embellishinents 
also would be ' common so that the ' encircling ’ done in connection with the 
Agmsomlya animal would have served its purpose in that connection, and that 
same ' encircling ’ would not be admissible at the 8a^anlya ; consequently 
it becomes necessary to enjoin it ; and this is what is done. — ^For this reason 
also the Post is ‘ common 



Adhikarana (4): The Embellishments of the Post are 
performed ^ in common \ 

SIJTRA (5). 

[PCevapaksa] — “The Embellishments howbveb, should be 

REHEATED ; BECAUSE THEY ARB DONE AT THE TIME OF 
ITS USE.” 

Bhdsya, 

There are certain embeliishments of the Post done in course of the per- 
formance of the animal-sacrifices, — such as, BesprinhUngt Anointing ^ Setting- 
up, and Encircling, 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question— Are these em- 
bellishments to be done separately with each of the animals ? or ' in common ’ *? 

The PuTvapaksa is as follows “ The emhelUshments — -of the Post- 
should he repeated, — and they should not be treated as to be done once only 
‘ in common % like the Post itself. — ^Why so *? — Because they are done at the time 
of its tise ; the ‘ use ’ is the tying of the animal ; and it is at the time of this 
Tying that the embellishments in question are done; — and there is this 
ground for the diSerentiation that the embellislxments are for the purpose of 
that animal, at the time of whose tying they have been done ; and as the time 
for the other two animals has not yet arrived, the embellishments could not 
be performed for the sake of the latter two animals. — From this it follows 
that the embellishments should be repeated (with each animal), Just like 
the ‘ ’ of the Fire.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTEB OE FACT, THEY HAVE THEIB OWN TIME, AS 

THEY HAVE THE PoST FOB THEIB OBJECTIVE ; AND THEY HAVE 
BEEN ENJOINED FOB THE PoST ; IN THE CASE OF ALL 
THINGS, ANOTHEB TIME IS ADOPTED ONLY 
WHEN THEBE IS A DECLABATION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

BM§ya, 

The embellishments would truly have to be repeated if they were per- 
formed at the time of use. As a matter of fact however, they have their own 
time, i.e. they are performed at the time of the Initiation. — How do you know 
this ? — Because they have {he Post for their ohfective ; the embellishments are not 
meant for bringing about the we, it is the Post that is brought about by them ; 
and it is the Post that is for the purpose of the me. This Post has to be brought 
about at the time of the Initiations, according to the text — ‘ One cuts out 
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the Post during the Initiations ’ -and it is by means of the embellishments 
that the Post is brought about or prepared ; — -hence the embeilislmients are 
to be performed at the time of the Initiations. 

“ It is only the mtting of the Post, not the making of it, that has been 
declared as to be done during the Initiations,''^ 

Answer — There is no worldly object named 'Post’, of which the cutting 
is laid down in the text ; hence what we learn from the text is that ' by the acts 
oi cutting and the rest one rnakes the Post, during the Initiations ’ — the 
‘cutting’ alone has been mentioned because it is the principal act in the 
process of Post-making,— and it has been mentioned only by way of indica- 
tion; that it is so is clear from the fact that mere 'cutting’ does not make 
the thing a ‘Post’. 

Such being the case, it is clear that the embellishments are done during 
the time of the Initiations. 

In the case of all things it is only when there is a declaration to that effect, 
that another time is adopted ; as for instance, in the case of such declarations as 
‘ After the offering to Agni-Maruts, they perform the Anuydjas 

Pkom all tliis it follows that like the Post itself, its embellishments 
also should be regarded as ‘ common ’. 


There is another explanation of the expression ‘ Yupakarmatvdt' (in the 
Sutra) embellishments of cutting, etc. form part of the process of 

making the Post ; i.e. it is the Post that is made by the process of Planing 
and the rest, just as the ' SamrdP (supreme sovereign) is brought about by 
the Vdjapeya sacrifice ; — hence if the Post has been made once, if it is made 
again, such making would be useless; hence there should be no repetition 
(of the act of Post-making). 

“If this be so, then the same Post would have to be used at the Nirudha- 
Pashu-sacrifice also.” 

Yes, that would be so, if there had been no prohibition of the sacrifice 
by the term ‘ niristi ’ ; there is, however, that prohibition ; hence it is not so ; 
just as another action is not done with the Kusha -grass that has been used 
already at one action. 


Or the term '' YupakarmatvdP may mean that the sacrifice for wliicli 
the Post had been made having been finished, the Post also has become 
finished, come to an end. 

SUTRA (7). 

SHOWS THAT- THERE IS A SIKGLE MBASHREMBNT. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the text declaring— Having encircled the Post with the tliree- 
fold tiiread, one sacrifices the Savamya animal ’ ; which mentions the details 
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connected with, the Post beginning with the ^ encoding ’ ; this shows that the 
Post is fixed up in the pit only once for all ; if it were not so, it would have 
begun with / Besprinkling ’ which is the most important detail. — It might 
be argued that it has been so mentioned with a view^ to immediate sequence 
— But that cannot be so ; as the sequence is already fixed by what : is donci 
at the archetype. 

From this also it follows that the embellishments are ‘ common k 



Adhikarana (5): The ‘ Svaru’ is common to the three 

Animals. 

Bhdsya, 

There is the Svam, mentioned in the text ^ Yupasya svarum Jcarotl 
[‘He makes the Smru of the Post’]. 

In regard to this, there is the question-— Is this Svaru one only, common 
to all the Animals ? Or should it be separate, one for each of the animals ? — 
[When the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that falls out fii'st is 
used as the Svarur~--sdi>ye the Bhdsya at the end of Sutra 9]. 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows : — - 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtJRVAPAKSA] — ‘'T he 'Svabh’ should be complete with bach 
perpokmahce; as it has no time oe its own/’ 

BMsya. 

“The Svaru should be regarded as complete with each performance, 
as it has no time of its own ; as a matter of fact, there is no particular time 
laid down for the making of the Svaru ; whichever Svaru one takes up at 
the time of a sacrificial performance, — ^in aeoGi'daiiee with the declaration 
‘One anoints the Animal with the Svaru or the SvadMti \ — for the purpose 
.of anointing a particular animal, that Svaru is regarded as being for the 
purposes of that Animal-sacrifice ; tliis the differentiating feature that we 
perceive ; hence it follows that there is a different Svaru in connection with 
each of the three animals.— ‘ There is the text declaring that one makes the 
Svaru, of the Postf which means that there is a definite time for the making 
of the Svaru \ — ^It is not so ; this making also falls within the scope of the 
performance of the sacrifice [and the time cannot refer to the Svaru by itself]. 
— ^Then again, the term ^ Svaru^ in the text ‘makes the Svaru^ stands for 
the me of the Svaru ; hence what the text means is that ' one makes 
me of the Svaru \ — ^because it is not known what the Svaru is, while 
it is well-known that the use of the Svaru lies in anointing the Animal. — 
‘ But we find a text laying dovm the Disposal of the Svaru at the end of the 
sacrifice — On the completion of the Soma-sacrifice, one offers away the grass- 
bedding, as also the Svaru for the purpose, of securing harmlessness for the sacri- 
ficed — ^True, there is this Disposal of the Svaru; but that is for Svaru in 
general, not for any particular jS'wrw.— Under these circumstances, there 
is a doubt as to whether the that appears at the end of the Soma- 

sacrifice is the same that had been taken up at the Agnl-scmlya-nmmnl- 
sacrifice and which had since been used ‘in common* in connection with the 
other two animals, — or it is the one that has come at the time of the Anuhan- 
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dhyd ■under tlie General Knle When there is this doubt, tJie right vie'w is 
that what appears at the end of the is that which comes in 

at the time of the Anuhandhyd ^- — and not that which had been used ^ in 
common — Why so ?— -Because of the reason stated in the BtUrct, — Further, 
the mere appearance of a certain thing does not prove an,ything ; such appear- 
ance being assumed wherever possible. Hence the appearance of the Svaru 
would be . of that one wMch came in at the time of the Armbandhyds—jiist^ 
as the a.x3pearanee of the ‘ grass -bedding ’ is of that which came in at the time 
of the Annhandhyd.^^ 

SUTRA (9). 

[SiDDHANTA] — In fact, it should be COMMOlSr ; AS THAT ALSO IS 
OOMMOlSr m the wake whekeoe the Svabu oomes in. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the Svaru should vary with each performance ; 
in fact, it should he common.— Why The Post, in. the wake whereof the 
Svaru comes in, is common to all the animals ; and because the Post is ‘ com- 
mon % it is only right that the Svaru also should be ‘ common ’ ; — just as one 
and the same Post is common to all the animals, so the Svaru also should 
be common to all, specially as w© do not perceive any peculiarity whereby 
it could be connected with any one of them only. 

Objection— The \dew just set forth is not right. In the case of the 
Post, it is right that it should be held to be ‘ common because there is the 
declaration of the ‘anticipation ’ of subsidiaries, and hence no grounds for differ- 
entiation are perceptible ; in regard to the Svaru, however, there is no declara- 
tion of its ‘ anticipation % on the basis of which, the non -perception of gromids 
for differentiation would indicate its ‘ common ’ character. — ^As for the sentence 
^Yupasya svarum hamtV, tliis falls witMn the scope of the Performance; 
the meaning being that ‘when one takes up a thing for using as Svaru 
in the anointing, he does so out of the Post’ ; — ^the fact of one tiling being 
teommon’ does not necessarily prove that another thing is also ‘ common’ ; 
because out of one and the same Post, there may be many pieces further, 
those details which come into the Performance by virtue of the General Law, 
being different, bring into the performance their own auxiliaries, in connection 
with each performance separately ; because differentiating peculiarities are 
perceptible ; hence there must be diversity (among the dwrm).” 

Answer— Though there is no direct declaration of the ‘ anticipation ’ 
of the Svaru,— not does the ‘ anticipation ’ of on© thing mean the ‘ anticipation ’ 
of another,— yet what has been asserted is not right ; as what has been assert- 
ed is right only in a case where the two things are not related to one another, 
— not in a case where they are related ; in the case in question (for instance), 
the Piece of wood {Svaru) comes out of the Post ; and hence its ‘anticipation ’ 
naturally follows from the ‘anticipation’ of the Post ; hence wherever the 
Post/is,"' the dwm also is ■ there.: ■ 

■'a'a/', ■' .49V'':. 
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As for the statement that “ the text ‘Yupasya smTum harotV is connected 
with what falls'' w scope of the,performance'’%— tliis also is not right; 

in connection with every object, there are two points of time, — one at which 
it is brought in, and the other when what has been brought in is used ; — 
when an object has got to be brought in for the purposes of a performance, 
— ^this performance is never taken up until that object has been brought in ; 
for instance, it never happens that before bringing in the YrlUi-cotn., one 
begins the performance of the sacrifice and then begins to look for the F rlM- 
com ; if one were to do tins, there would be no performance at alL— As for 
the Svaru, it is produced out of the Post when this latter is being hewn out ; 
hence wherever there is this hewing, the Smru (piece of wood) also is there. 
— ^As for the argument that there may be many S varus out of a single Post, 
— ^this would be so if one did not take up that particular piece which came out 
first ; as a matter of fact, however, it has been laid down that the piece of wood 
taken up as Svaru should be the one that comes out first ; hence in view of 
the declaration that when the Post is being hewn out, the piece of wood that 
falls out first should be used as the Svaru, — as there cannot be more than 
one such piece, — ^it is not possible that there should be many S varus out of 
a single Post. 

SUTRA (10). 

Also beoatjse its 'disbosaXi ’ is bound to abbeae at the end oe 
THE Soma-sacrifice. 

Bkdsya. 

In the texti — ‘ On the completion of the Sonm-sacrifice, one offers away 
the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru, in order to secure harmlessness for the 
sacrifice’, — ^the ‘Disposal’ of the Svaru is found mentioned as coming at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice ; and this is possible only if it is ‘common’ to all 
the animals ; if it appertained to each of the animals separately, then the said 
disposal would come in at the end of the Agnl-somlya, — ^From this also it 
follows that the Svaru is ‘ common ’ (to ail the tiiree animals). 

SUTRA (11), 

lObjectio7i] — But the time mentioned may beetain to the ‘ Svaru ’ 

ITSELF, AS TO THE PrASTARA.” 

Bhdsya. 

This argument that had been brought forward before has got to be 
refuted — [This refutation follows in the next Sutra .} — 
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SUTRA (12). 

That is hot so ; because this itseue is the obigifatiye ifjuhctiok 

IK THE CASE OF THE PbASTABA, IT IS SO • BECAUSE OF THE 
BIBECT BECBABATIOK. 

BMsya, 

Tile offering of the Svaru that is spoken of is not that of the .jS'mm 
■coming in at the time of the Anuhanclhyd. — ^Why ? — Because the sentence 
quoted is itself the originative injunction of the offering — ‘ At the completion of * 
the Somu-sacrifice one offers away the grass-bedding and also the Svaru^ tor 
securing hamslessness for the sacrifice’ ; from this it appears, on the basis of 
the order of sequence, that the ‘ offering ’ is to be of that Smru which came in at 
the time of the Agnl-somlya animal. — ^Now if tliis Svaru were common, then, it 
would foe right for it to foe mentioned as to foe treated in a particular manner 
foy being offered into the Fire, at the end, after all that had to b© done with it 
had been finished in connection with all the tliree animals. If, on the other 
hand, it were different with each of the animals, then the said disposal 
should have appeared at the end of the Agm*§om%ya^oJfering (the very first of 
the three). — “Why cannot we take the text to mean that ‘the Disposal, 
which became due at the end of the Agnl~sormya^offering, should come at the 
end of the Soma-sacrifice ’ ? ” — ^That cannot be ; as in that case, two distinct 
peculiarities of the offering would foe laid down foy the text— (1) offering 
into the Fire, and (2) that at the end of the Soma-sacrifice ; — ^this would in- 
volve a syntactical split ; — hence such cannot be the meaning of the text. — ^As 
for the argument that “it would foe as in the case of the ”, — our 

answer is that in the case of the Frastara, it is so, because of the Direct Declafation ; 
the offering of the Frastara has been definitely laid down in connection with the 
Darsha-Furnamdsa sacrifices — ‘ On© offers the Frastara with the Ashlrmantras ’ ; 
and thence, under the General Law, it becomes admissible in the case of 
each Animal ; consequently it is only right that it should foe found to be spoken 
of as appearing at the time of the Anubandhyd animal. — Such however is 
not the case with the offering of the Svaru, Hence there can foe no analogy 
between the two cases. 



Adhikabaija (6): At the ' Dvddashdha the ‘ Throwing 
away of the Bloch Horn’’ should he done 
on the Last Day. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistomaf among the observances of the 
Initiated sacrificer, it is laid down that ‘ He scratches the Body with the Black 
Horn’ and in regard to the same Black Horn, it is again laid down that 
"After the fees have been taken away, he throws the Black Horn into the 
Ghdtvala\ — -Both these (using of the Black Horn and its being thrown away) 
become admissible, under the General Law, at the Dvddashdha (which has 
the for its archetype). 

Kegarding this we proceed to consider the question' — IMay this Throwing 
away of the Black Horn be done either on the first or on the last day (option- 
ally) ? Or must it be done on the last day only ? 

The P?2rmpa^.?a is as follows:-— 


SUTRA (13). 

[P-OBVAPAKSA]— ‘ As BEGABDS THE THROWING AWAY OF THE BlACK. 

Horn at the Ahargana-sacrifice, it may be done optionally 

EITHER on the FiRST OR ON THE LaST DaY, AS THERE IS 
INCOMPATIBILITY OF DETAttS.” 

Bhdsya. 

"" There should foe option, — the Throwing Away being done either 
on the First or on the Last Day. — ‘"Why ? ” — Because there Js incompatibiUty 
of if the Throwing Away were done on the First Day, then there 

could be no ‘ scratching with Black Horn ’ on the subsequent days, though 
tills ‘scratching’ is one of those details which have got to be performed on 
those days before the carrying away of the fees ; — on the other hand, if the 
Throwing Away were done on the Last Dajr, then, on the preceding days, 
there could be no " scratching by the Hand ’, wMch is one of the details to be 
performed on those days after the carrying away of the Fees— [as the Horn 
would be there in the hand] thus in both cases there is imompatibility 
of details. Hence there should be option.” 
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StJTRA (14). 

.[SlDDHlNTA]— T he HoEN must be' thebe [OH' all. days] 5 AS THERE ARE 

' MoRXING-ExTRAOTIOHS ’ IK THE MIDDLE ; THE USB OR THE 

Hakd has kot beek declared ; specially because 
havikg been enjoined, it has been 

ALREADY IN USE. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that there should be Option ; as a matter of fact, the Morn 
must be there on all days ; i.e. ‘scratching with the Horn’ should be a fixture 
tiii’onghoiit the JL/?/arga'na -sacrifices, and its ‘ Tlir owing away ’ should be done 
only on the Last — “Why ?” — Because there are ^ morning -extractions \ 
in the middle ; i.e. in course of the Ahargana, there are several ‘ Morning -Extrac- 
tions’, and by adopting the Horn at all, the accessory detail of ‘ scratching 
with the Horn ’ would be preserved at all of them. 

“At the other two (Midday and Afternoon) Extractions, the accessory 
detail is ‘scratching with the Hand’, and this would be set aside (by the 
retaining of the Horn).” 

Tins does not affect the ease. It is nowhere declared that ‘ the scratch- 
ing should be done with the Hand ’ ; wherever this scratching is done with 
the Hand, it is only because of the needs of the situation, the hand being the 
nearest tiling available ; and what is prompted by the needs of a situation 
•cannot form the subject of an Injmietion. 

“Even so, at the later two extractions, it is the Hand that should be 
recognised as to be used, by reason of its being the nearest thing available.” 

'Oui* answer to tliis is as follows — Because, having been enjoined, it 
has been already in use ; i.e. the ‘scratching’ having been laid down as to be 
done at the end of the ‘ Morning-Extraction at the other two extractions 
also it is ‘ scratching with the Horn ’ that should come in, because it has been 
already in ttse ; and when a tiling has been in use, its abandoning will be con-’ 
trarj?' to sound practice. — “ How is it then that it is abandoned at the Arche- 
type ? ”— Because at that time the Horn is not there. — •“ Why is not another 
Horn brought in for the purposes of scratching ” The previous Horn has been 
thrown away in order to I'elieve the saerificer of the trouble of holding it ; 
if, then, another Horn were to be brought in, the Holding of that could only 
be for a transcendental purpose, and such a transcendental purpose will 
thus have to be assumed.— In the case in question, however, the Horn has 
to be held at the later ‘ Morning-Extraction and it being there, there is no 
reason why it should be abandoned. — Thus then, on the first day, after the 
carrying away of the fees, the scratching leliould have to be done with the 
Horn itself;: ■ 



ADHiEiAitAisrA {!) : At the ^ Rdjasuya\ speech should he 
given vent to when the ^ ojferingS’-maker ^ has . been : 
called for the last time. 

SUTRA (15). • ■: 

So ALSO, AT THE SAORIITCE WHERE SEVERAL GRAI 15 T-SBEPS ARB USED, THE 

^ GIVIHG VENT TO SPEECH ’ SHOULD BE DOKE WITH THE (LAST) 
CALLING OE THE ‘ OEEERIHG-MAKER 

BMsya, 

In connection with the Edjasuya, thme is a sacrifice at which several 
kinds of grain are used-such as—* Agnaye grhapataye dshundmastdJcapdlam 
nlrvapet, Somdya vanaapataye ahydmdJcam charum, SavUre prasavifre sail- 
ndndviastdkapdlam\ — ^Then again, it has been explained under Su. 5-2-1^ 
that at the sacrifice with several hinds of grain, only one mortar is to be used ; 
for this reason, the threshing of the various kinds of grain has to be done 
separately, one after the other. — ^In connection with the Archetypal sacrifice, 
it has been declared that— ‘When going to fetch water, he stops speaking, 
which he gives vent to along with the ofierings-maker where the term ‘ offer » 
ings-maker’ stands for the time (at which the offerings-maker is called), 
as explained under Sutras 3-2-5 and 6. — -At the sacrifice in question, there 
are several points of time at which the ‘ offerings-maker ^ is called. 

On this point therefore there arises the same question as in the preceding 
Adhiharana — ^May the * giving vent to speech ’ be done optionally either at 
the Last or the First calling of the ‘ ofierings-maker * ? Or must it be done 
at the Last only ? 

Here also the Purvapahsa is the same as before — ^that is, if ‘the giving 
vent to speech ’ were done at the first calling, then the condition of ‘ no speech ^ 
would be absent at those rites that are performed before the calling of the 
ofierings-maker ; while if it is done at the last calling, then the condition of 
‘ speaking ’ would be absent at those rites that are performed after the calling 
of the offerings-maker. [Hence on account of this ‘ incompatibility of details * 
there should be 

The Siddhdnta also is the same as before : Speaking has not been enjoin- 
ed : and when ‘ no speech * has been enjoined, as it has been observed already 
[it should be observed till the last occasion, i.e. the last calling of the offerings- 
maker]. 

Tills Adhikararm is only by way of transferring the conclusions on one 
topic to another topic. 


Adhikabana (8): At the " Agmsom%ya\ speech should he 
given vent to on the occasion of calling the offerings- 
maker in connection with the Cake-offering. 

SUTRA (16). 

The same efle holds good begardihg that Ahimal-saceieice which 

IS ACCOMPAHIED BY THE CaKE. 

BJbdsya. 

At the Agn^omlya-animal sacrijke^thexQ is aa offering of the animal, and 
also of the Cahe ; in connection with the former, the procednre adopted is 
that of the Animal-offerings, and in comiection with the latter, that of the 
Cake -offerings. 

In regard to this also there is the same question — ^Is the ‘ giving vent 
to speech ’ to be done at ‘ the calling of the offerings-maker ’ in connection with 
the Animal -offerings ? Or at that in connection with the Cake-offerings ? 

The Purvapalcsa and Biddhdnta of the preceding AdMJcaranas have 
to be applied here also. 

This Adhikarana also is only by way of transferring the conclusions 
on one topic to another topic. 

Objection — “ At the Animal-offerings, there is no ojJerings-maheT at all, 
— this person being needed only in comiection with vegetarian offerings”. 

Ansiver — This discussion is a hypothetical one, raised on the assumption 
that there is an ojfeTingS'maker in the case of all offerings. 



Adhikarana (9): At the ^ Agnichayana’’ {Erecting of the 
Fire-altar), the ‘ Agni-vimoka ’ {Disconnection of the 
Fire) should he done at the completion of 
the 31 ain Sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

In comiectioii with the (Fire-altar) we TeB,d—Agnim yimap^ii 

shavasd f/^ewa—with this mantra he ponrs the oblations, and thereby 
connects the Fire itself ’ [where the ‘connecting’ of the Fire is laid downi] ; — 
and again '‘Imam stanam madhumantam dhaydymn , — with tins mantra 
he pours the oblation of Agnl-vimoka (FiL*e-disconnection) ’ [where the ‘ dis- 
connecting’ of Fire is laid down]. 

In regard to this the question going to be considered is — ^Is the ‘ connect- 
ing of the Fire ’ for the piu’poses of the Main as well as the Subsicliary iSacri- 
fiees, and hence the ‘disconnecting’, should be done at the end of all these 
sacrifices ? Or is the ‘ connecting ’ for the purposes of the Main Sacrifice only, 
and hence the ‘ disconnecting ’ should be done at the end of the Main 
Sacrifice ? 

SUTRA (17). 

[P0EVAP.iKSA] — T he ' COHNECTING of the FiEE ’ BOITE AT THE TIME 

OF Soma should be takes as beiko foe the pubposes of 
THE Main along with the Sxjbsidiaey Sacrifices, 

BECAUSE EVERY EMBELLISHED ACTION SERVES THE 
PURPOSES OF ALL ; CONSEQUENTLY THE ' DISCON- 
NECTING ’ SHOULD BE DONE AT THE END 

OF ALL.” 

Bhdsya. 

“The ‘connecting’ is for the purposes of the Main as Avell as the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices ; hence the ‘ disconnecting ’ should be done at the end of 
all these.— Why so ? — ^Because the following declaration is wdthout reference 
to any particular sacrifice— ‘ Agmm yunaj7ni shavasa ghrtma — witli tliis 
one pours the oblation and thereby connects the Fire itself’ ; and 
there is no siiolx declaration as that tliis ‘ connecting ’ is done for the purpose 
of tliis or that sacrifice ; whence it follows that it is for the purpose of all 
sacrifices wdthout any distinction.— Further, it is in the Fire thus ‘ connected ’ 
that all the Subsidiary and Main Sacrifices are offered ; for this reason also 
it should be taken as being for the purpose of all, Tliis is what has been 
explained under Sutra 3. 7. 2.— Thus then, inasmuch as the ‘ conneeting ’ is for 
the purpose of all sacrifices, the ‘ disconnecting’ should be done at the end of 
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eII ; as it is .only, at the end of all that the purposes of the ' connecting ’ .■ are 
iulfilied, and , ‘ disconnecting ’ represents the complete fulfilnient of the 
purposes of the ‘connecting’.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[SiDDHAHTA] — EACT, it should be DOXE at the BHD of the Maih 
Saceifioe, as it is foe the furposb of that. 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ disconnecting ’ should not be done at the end of all the sacrifices ; 
it should be done at the end of the Main Sacrifice only ; because the ‘ connect- 
ing’ is found to be spoken of in connection with the Main Sacrifice, in the 
text — ^ Panchabhiryunakti pdnkto yajno ydvdneva yajnastamdlahhate \ from 
wiiieli we learn that the ‘connecting’ is done for the purpose of acconi- 
plisliing the sacrifice. From this it follows that the ‘ coimecting ’ is for the 
purposes of the Main Sacrifice. — ^If the ‘connecting’ is for the pui’poses 
■of the Main Sacrifice, then it is at the end of the Main Sacrifice that the pur- 
poses of the ‘connecting’ become fulfilled ; hence it is then that the ‘Dis- 
connecting ’ shoifid be done. — As for the injunction without reference to any 
particular sacrifice, it comes to be regarded as serving the pmpose of a parti- 
cular sacrifice (the Main one) by becoming joined to a particular sacrifice. 

[According to the Vartika, what is stated in Su. 17 is the Siddhdnta and the 
view set forth in Su. 18 is the Purvapaksa.} 

SUTRA (19). 

SnDX,AELY IX ' COXXECTIOX WITH THE AvABHRTHA, THEBE WOULD BE 

XBOATIOX OF THE PUEPOSE OF THE MaIX SACRIFICE, — AS THE 
PURPOSE WILL HAVE BEEX ALREADY ACCOMPLISHED. 

Bhdsya, 

It being as described above, it would be right that there should be 
negation, in connection with the AvahhHhay of the app>omt7nent of the Arseya 
and the appointment of the -as is done in the text ‘ One does not a,.ppoint 

the Hotf\ nor the Arseya% as has been laid down quite in accordance with 
reason. Because the appointm-ent of the Hoir has been done for the sake of 
the Soma -sacrifice, in accordance wnth the text — ‘When one appoints the 
Hotr, he appoints the 

In the absence of the principle of the above Siddlimita (Su. 18), this 
■appointment of the Hotr would be taken as being for the piupose of the Sub- 
sidiary as well as the Main Sacrifices ; and as such, it would have to be done 
.■e>t the . Avahhrffia. As a matter of fact however, the appointment of the 

Ho^f, which is related to the Archetype, does not come in at all, as its purpose 
has been already accomplished ; hence the said negation w-ould be altogether 
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•mcaHed with-.tlie principle of the C 18) 

however, that also is for the sake of the Main Sacrifice itself ; and in that 
ease also there is connection with the sacrifice, as described in the passage, 
‘ yadmtd^ etc. ’.—If it is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice, then at the end 
of tliis latter, its purpose having been accomplished, the of the 

Eotr becomes admissible at the Avabhrtha ; hence it becomes necessary to- 
lay down its negation, and this is actually laid down. — ^Thus then, the ' con- 
necting ’ being for the sake of the Main Sacrifice, there should be ‘ discon- 
necting % at the end of the same. 

SUTRA (20). 

At the Ahaegaka, it shotob be bone every bay ; as it is 

EOB THAT BIJBPOSE. 

Bhdsya, 

At the Ahargana, in connection with the Dvddashaha, there are ' connect- 
ing ’ and ‘ disconnecting ’ every day, as is clearly shown by the text — ‘ Sa 
vd aharaharyunakti ahiraJmrvimuficJiati^, This declaration has some sense 
only if the ‘ connecting ’ is for the purpose of the Main Sacrifice ; otherwise, 
the ‘ connecting ’ would be done on the first day only, and the ‘ disconnecting ’ 
would be done on the last day only ; as it is only then that all would have been 
completed. 


Adhikaeana (10): The ^Inviting of the Suhrahmanya^ y 
which is done at the time of the ‘ Upasads\ should 
he done separately with each of the ‘ Days ’ 
of the Dvadashdha. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Dvadashdha sacrifice, there is * Inviting of the 
Subrahma?iyd ’ done at the time of the Upasads ; in regard to this we proceed 
to consider the question — ^Is this ‘Inviting’ to be done separately or ‘in 
common ’ ? 

The apparent view being that as each of the ‘ Days ’ is a distinct act by 
itself, the ‘ Inviting ’ should be done separately with each,— as against this, 
we have the iolloynxig Purvapahsa. 

StJTEA (21). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA] — “ TbCE SuBEAHMANYA SHOULD BE ' m COMMON 
BECAUSE IT HAS A DIFFERENT TIME OF ITS OWN, LIKE THE 

Initiation.’’ 

Bhdsya, 

“ The Suhrahmanyd should he done ‘ in common ’ ; — why "i— because it has 
a di^erent time of its own ; as a matter of fact, it is done at a time other than 
that of the sacrificial performance ; and no differentiating pecniiarity is per- 
ceived ; and when no such peculiarity is perceptible, the only right course is 
that it should be done ‘ in common ’ ; — like the Initiation ; Just as the Initia- 
tion, having a distinct time of its own, is done ‘in common’, so should be 
the Suhrahmanyd aim, 

SUTRA (22). 

[Siddhanta] — ^That which is done at that same time should be. 

REPEATED ; BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP THAT 
IT BEARS TO THE PERFORMANCE. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, that "Suhrahmanyd* which is done at that same time, in course 
of the same Dvadashdha, should he repeated, — ^Why ? — Because it bears a pecu- 
liar relationship to the Performance; as 'shown by the words " Adya sutydm 
dgachchha ’ [‘ Come to the Sutyd to-day ’] (which are addressed to the Suhrah- 
many d) I — ^where it is clearly said ‘to -day’, and it cannot mean either to- 
morrow or the day a/^er. Then again, the words (of calling) have to be 
addressed in accordance with what is done at the Archetype. Hence the 
‘ calling’ in question should be repeated. 
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SUTRA (23)., 

'' It is not babt of the Peefobmanoe if tkes is togeb [theii, 
the answer is as given in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent— “ If it is yonr view that, ‘ on account of the specific 
mention of to-day, there shonld be repetition’, — then, this is not right ;— 
why ?— because the mention of ‘to-day’ is not part of the Performance ; in 
fact, no significance attaches to the term, as at the Archetype there is only one 
; hence the connection of ‘ to-day ’ is only a settled fact ; consequently, 
not forming part of the performance, it comes into the sacrifice in question 
(Dvddashdha) only by virtue of the General Law; so that the words ' Adya 
mtydm dgachcJiha^ ["Cometo the Sutyd to-day"^) means nothing more than 
‘Gome to the Sutyd* ; and the character of ^Sutyd^ belongs equally to all 
the ‘ Days Hence the ‘Inviting ’ in question should be ‘ common 

SUTRA (24). 

It should be (separate), because of the indication of the Per- 

FOBMANCE ; AS IN THE CASE OF DIFFERENCE OF ' PERFORMERS 

Bhdsya, 

There should be separate performances (of the Imfiting) ; even though 
what is signified by the term ‘ to-day ’ may not be intended to be emphasised, 
yet when the act is done on a certain day, it can help only that Main Sacrifice 
which is performed on that same day, not any that may be performed on 
another day ; — as in the case of the difference of Perfor?ners ; in the case of the 
declaration — ‘ The Adhvaryu keeps the eight offerings on the northern plat- 
form, and the Pratiprasthatr keeps on the southern one that which is going 
to be ofiered to the Munits,'' — ^those details that are performed in connection 
with the northern platform do not render any help to ‘what is going to be 
offered to the Maruts \ — ^because of the difference in place : and just as these 
do not help, on aceoimt of the difference of place, so in the case in question, 
the " Inviting ’ would not help anything that is done at another tiirie,— on 
account of the difference of time, 

SUTRA (25). 

If IT IS ARGUED THAT — " INASMUCH AS THE DbITY REMAINS ' INVITED ’ 

, [thebe need be no repetition] as IN THE CASE ^ OF THE 
, PiBE ”, — ^THEN : THE ANSWER IS THAT IT ENDS WITH 

EACH ACT, being MEANT FOB THAT. 

Bhdsya, ■ , 

The following argument might be put forward— “ The deity {Suhrali- 
manyd) that has been ‘ invited ’ on one day becomes ‘embellished’ by that 
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invitation I — deity concerned is one -only; — hence another ‘ invitation r 
of these wonld be entirely nseiess ; — as in the case of the Fire; when the. Fire' 
has become ■ ‘embellished’ by one performance of the ‘Installation’, it is 
not embellished over again, in connection with any act.” 

This is not right ; becanse each act is complete in itself , so that the ‘ Inviting ’ 
serves the purposes of that Performance dnring which it has been done ; 
and the ‘ invitation ’ comes to an end at the end of that Performance ; Just as 
in the case of the Besprinhling of Fire and other embellisliinents performed' 
at the time of the Sutyd. — ^Hence the conclusion is that the ‘ Inviting ’ should, 
be repeated, 

SUTRA (26). 

It should be like the Fibe ”, — ip this is ubgbd [then the answer, 
is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “It has been argued by us tlmt— ‘just as in the 
case of the Installation of Fire, the Installation is common to all performances, 
so should it be in this ease also’. What is the answer to that ? ” 

This Sutra is meant onlv to reiterate a former aigument. 

f ‘ ■ 

SUTRA (27). 

Not so ; because it poems pabt op the ■ Perpobmahce. 

Bhdsya, 

The case of the ‘ Invitation ’ is not analogous to that of the ‘ Fire-installa- 
tion’ ; because the ‘ Fire-installation ’ has its own time ; it is done at its o^vn 
time (independently of the performance of any particular sacrifice) ; hence 
we do not perceive any peculiarity in it (whereby it could be related to any 
particular sacrifice). The ‘ inviting ’ in question, however, is done at the time 
of the performance (of the Dvddashdha) ; hence we perceive in this the 
peculiarity that it must be for the purpose of that sacrifice during the per- 
formance of which it is done. — ^Hence this is not similar to ‘ Fire-installation 

SUTRA {28). 

Also because we pikd indicative texts. 

Bhdsya, 

The following text also indicates the same conclusion, that the ‘ Inviting 
of the Suhrahmanyd^ should be done every day — ‘As each Day comes to am 
end, he enters the abode of the Agnldhra-priest, and directs the Stdmthmanya- 
priest to invite the Subrahmanyd ’ this direction is meant to bring about the 
actual performance of the act of “ inviting ’• — ^From this also it follows that 
the ‘ Inviting ’ is to be done every day. 
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SUTRA :(29):''' 

'‘Tt, SHOFLB BE LIKB THAT IE THIS IS ijegbd ' [then the answer is 
as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

The term ‘ that ’ refers to the case of the ‘ Yupdhuti ’ (dealt with under 
11. % 25-26). The argument of the Opponent is as follows— ‘‘ Just as 
i.e, the performance of th.Q Yupdhuti at the Yupaikddashim is ' common ’, 
so should this — ‘ inviting ’—also be ‘ common What is the similarity 
between this (Inviting) and {Yupahuti) ? ’ — ^Whenever the Yupdhuti is 

performed, it must be in close proximity to a particular Post, as it is 
impossible to get at ‘ proximity ’ to all the Posts in common ; — and though 
performed near one particular Post, the Yupdhuti serves the purposes of 
ah the Posts ; — in the same manner the Inviting also, though done in proximity 
to a particular ;8'iii52/d-performance, may yet serve the purposes of all the 
SiUydsI^ 

SUTRA (30). 

It cahnot be so ; because that has not been enjoined, and because 
THE present case IS SUBJECT TO A DIEFEBENT PRINCIPLE. 

Bhdsya. 

The ease of the * Inviting ’ is not similar to that of the ^ Yupdhuli ^, — 
Why ? — (A) Because that has not been enjoined ; in the case of the Yupdhuti^ 
there is no injunction of the oblation being offered * in close proximity ’ to 
the Post; in fact, the ‘proximity’ is not meant to be emphasised at all; 
and it has been explained under Sutras 11. 2. 26 and 27, that the text in 
question laying down the Ahuti is only meant to be preclusive of the Ahavanlya 
(as the receptacle of the oblations) ;— and (B) because the present case is 
subject to a different principle i there is a diHerent principle applicable to the 
present case ; that principle being that ‘by reason of the difference in time, 
when no differentiating peculiarity is perceived, there should be repetition of 
the act (of inviting) \ — ^Hence the analogy cited is not correct. 

SUTRA (31). 

The procedure being the same ip this is urged [then the 

answer is as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

Someone may urge the following— ‘' In the present case the proeedui^e of 
the Dvddashdha has been found to he common ; — ^the procedure ending with 
the Vasatlvarl also is tlmt oi tine Dvddashdha ; hence on the ground of this 
similarly, the case should be treated as that.” i^Vahhrthd , , ,cha^ not found 
in many MSS.] 
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SUTEA.(32). 

That caxxot be ; because the whole of it is feefoembd agaix ; 

, asTx the case of the Main Sacbifices. 

BJidsya, 

What has been urged cannot be right. — -Why ? — Because, the. tvhole of it 
is performed again ; the entire procedure ■ is re|)eated, consisting' of the 
foliowing-~-A6/i<isaw, Favamdna, Grahachamasa, Stotrai Shastra and the rest ; 

- — as in the case of the Main Sacrifices ; i.e. jnst as the Main Sacrifices are 
performed every day, so (the inviting also). The question that arises is 
whether there should be only one performance as of the Vmatlmrly or there 
should be several performances as- of the Stotra, Shastra^ etc.— The only right 
answer to,,tiii-s is that there should be- several performances ; as it, is thus 
alone that it renders help ,to 'all-, the sacrifices ; 'while if it were done; once 
only, it would help that sacrifice .alone, at 'winch it w.ould .he- done, - the 
time of all . the others being difierent.— From all ..this it .follows that the; act, 
of .Vinviting shouid -be repeated. 



ADHiKAEAisrA (ll) :- The Plme[y:' Implements^ and 
^ Priests'^ employed at one performance' may 
he employed at another^ if desired. ' 

SUTRA (33). 

In REG-AIID TO WORLDLY THINGS, ONE MAY DO AS ONE LIKES ; AS THERE 
IS NO LOSS EITHER OF THE EMBELLISHMENTS OR OF; THE 
PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

Worldly things are the subject -matter of consideration here:™— For 
example: (a) Place, as laid down in the text ‘One shonld perform the 
Darska-Pumamma sacrifices on level ground \—{h) Performers, as laid down 
in the text, ‘ There are four priests at the performance of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices,’ — and (c) Implements, such as the Sruh and the rest. 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question — Are these to be 
secured separately for each performance ? or may sacrifices be performed 
with those same that have been employed at a previous performance, or with 
those newly bought in (it being a matter of option) ? 

The Purvapah^a is that — “ For each performance, — fresh place, fresh 
performers and fresh implements should be secured why ? — because 
cultured people do not perform any act with anything that has been used 
already and is hence unfit for use.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — In regard to worldly 
things, one may do as one lihes ; — ^i.e. one may employ the same things that have 
been employed before, or one may secure fresh ones ; there should be no 
restriction. — “ Why ? ” — Because there is no loss either of the embellishments 
or of the purpose ; i.e. at the previous performance, no embellislunents hail 
been brought about in the Perfomaer and other tilings which would be lost 
if fresh ones were employed ; — ^nor is there a loss of the purpose; as the 
performance can be equally well accomplished by means of the fresh ones 
also.—- For this reason, there should be no restriction. 

It has been argued that “cultured people do not perform sacrifices 
with things that are imfit for use”. — ^As a matter of fact however, cultured 
people do employ the tilings (Place, Implement, and Performer) that have 
been previously employed ; hence what has been urged does not affect the 
case.' , ■ 

“ But there is the rule that the Priest and the Teacher sliotild not be 
separated [and this precludes the employment of new Priests].” 

But this is a rule applying to men (in ordinary life), not to the sacrifice ; 
as it does not occur either in connection with, or in the context of, any 
particular sacrifice. 



Adhikarajsta (12); The Implements should be retained till 
the end of one’s Life. 

BJhdsya, 

In regard to Places and Perfotmiers, it lias been settled that one may 
employ the same or secure new ones. We are next going to consider the ease 
of the Implements. . 

SUTRA (34). 

[Sidbhanta] — The Sacbieiciae Implements should be betained, 

BECAUSE THEIB. " DISPOSAL ’ HAS BEEN PBESOBIBED ; — ^AS IN 
THE CASE OE THE " RjISA h 

Bhdsya, 

As for the Sacrificial Implements, they should he retained, till the very 
end. — ‘‘ Why ? ” — Because their disposal has been prescribed ; the disposal 
of the implements has been prescribed in coimection with the Paridhdmya- 
Mite — ‘ They burn the Agnihotidn along with the Fii*es and the Sacrificial 
Implements ’ ; for this purpose the Implements have to be retained [as 
this would be possible only if the Implements were retained till the end] — as 
in the case of the I ju connection with the Ahargana sacrifices, the 

of every one of the ‘ Days ’ is retained for the purposes of ‘ disposal ’ 
at the Avabhrtha laid down in the text ‘ They tlirow the J^jlsa into water h 


SUTRA (35). 

[Purvapaksa’argumenf against Siddhdnta } — “ It is bbally an em- 
bellishment OP THE SaCBIPICEB ; WHAT HAS BEEN DECLABED 
IS ONLY THE PUBPOSE OP THOSE ; HENCE ONE MAY DO 
AS ONE PLEASES, BECAUSE THEY AB.E POB" A; **' 
DEPINITE PUBPOSE 

Bhdsya. 

'' What has been spoken of is not a ‘ Disposal ’ of the Implements, it is 
an embellishment of the Sacrificer, wiiich has been declared as the purpose 
of those Implements.— ‘ How do yon loiow that ? ’ — Because the Implements 
have been spoken of by means of a word with the Instrumental Ending and 
the Sacrifice is spoken of by means of a word with the Accusative Ending 
[in the text ‘ dahanti yafhapdtraishcha’'). Hence in this 

case one may do as one pleases ; i.e. what may be thrown into the cremation- 
fire of the Sacrificer may be those same Implements that have been used 
by him, or they may be otlaem because they are for a definite purpose; i.e* 

50 
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the Implements serve a useful purpose ; and tiiat purpose can be served 
by any Implements one may choose.” 

SUTRA (36). 

[Answer by fact, there should be retbhtioh of 

OKLY THE PRIHCIBAL ImFLEMEHTS ; BECAUSE THEBE IS HO 
FIXED TIME FOR DeATH. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, all the Frincipal Implements — ^i.e. the original Imple- 
ments, secured for the first time,— should be retained, and it is not that there 
is no restriction. — Why so I Because there is no fixed time Jot Beath ; 

‘ Death ’ is an event of which the exact time is not knowii ; so that it might 
so happen that the Implements might have been thrown away and just at 
tlia^t time Death might come about ; and in that case the embellishment of 
the Sacrihcer’s dead body {by being burnt along with the Implements) would 
not be accomplished.-— “ Even so, they may be retained only till another 
sacrificial performance has been undertaken (and fresh implements seemed), 
and by means of these implements of the latter sacrifice, the said act (of 
bui’ning the body along with the implements) might be accomplished”. — 
But while the former implements are there, the bringing in of other new 
ones would be wholly useless. Hence the right comse is to retain the 
principal implements. 

SUTRA (37). 

[Objectionl — Ohe who dies oh the day of the sacrifice, should 

ALOHE BE EHTITLED (TO HIS BODY BEIHG BURHT ALOHG WITH 
THE IMPLEMEHTS),— AS IH THE CASE OF THE 

' Ufavesa h” 

BJhdsya, 

Or, the right course would be, not that the Principal Iinpiements 
should be retained, but that if a Sacrificer should happen to die on the day of 
the sacrifice, he alone should be entitled to the embellishment in question ; 
as he will have the Implements ready close by himself ; — as in the case of the 
' Upavesa' ; just as it' is onijt one who is offering the Curd -Butter -Mixture 
that is entitled to the holding of the Upaveaa, as for him alone is the Upavesa 
close by.” 

SUTRA (38). 

[Answer] — Not so ; because it has beeh ihdicated by the scriptures. 

. Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right, — '‘Why ? ” — Because it has 
been indicated by the scriptures ^ that the should be held only by one 
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.who is, ^ offering the Cmd -Butter -Mixtiire, not by • anyone ©Is© it is only 
for the purpose o£,|3reparing the Curd-Butter "Mixture that, the Tree-Branch ’ 
is brought .in, and it ,is. out of this Tree-Branch that the Upavem. is made, 
and this Branch. would not be available for on©' who is not offering the Ourd- 
Butter -Mixture.' — ^Fiuther, the injunction of the embellisliment in question 
.does not pertain to any fixed time, — -either the. day of the sacrifice or any 
other day ; because it has been laid down without ■ reference to any other 
act,— the injunction simply being that ‘ they burn the Agnihotrin along with 
the Fires and the sacrificial' Implements or again is the presence of the 
Sacrificial Implements impossible on any other day, — ^in the way in wMch 
the Upavesa is impossible for any other performer; as the presence of 
the Implements can be secured at any time by means of Retention.— Hence 
the case of the Upavesa is not analogous to the present case. 

SUTRA (39). 

[Objection — There should be pbodugtiok, because of 

THE PROMPTER,— AS IE THE CASE OF THE ' AsHTBA 

Bhdsya, 

‘‘Or, there need be no retention; at the time of the embenishment 
(Cremation) new Implements should he produced^ (secured), — because of the 
prompter ; i.e. the prompting cause of such production is there in the shape 
of the embellishment; — as in the case of the A Ashira^ i at the Bt^apeya 
sacrifice, there is the declaration that ‘ Both of them live on Clarified Butter % 
and by virtue of this, in a case where there is no cow for being milked for the 
purpose of this observance, another cow is to be brought in for purposes of 
the Ashira *, — ^according to the text ‘ Any dm yajamdnusya vratadughdmd- 
shire duhanti^ [‘For the purposes of the sacrificer’s observance, they milk 
another cow ’ ] ; the same should be done in the case in question also.” 


SUTRA (40). 

[Objection — 'But m that CASE the name would be 
INAPPLICABLE —IF THIS IS URGED— [then the objector's 
answer is .as in the next 8utra\f" 

Bhdsya, 

“In case you urge that— under the circumstances explained under the 
preceding Sutra, the name ‘sacrificial implement’ would not be applicable, 
because it is only the implements that have become connected with a sacrifice 
that become ‘ sacrificial while the new ones got in (at the time of the 
sacrificer’s death) would not have been so connected with a sacrifice”, — 
[then our answer would be as follows]— 
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SUTRA (41). 

So ALSO AT THE ' Ashiba 

Bhdsya. 

“In connection with the Ashira also, the other cow that is brought in 
cannot he the ^ vrataduh ’ (cow milked for purposes of the observance) for 
the sacrifices ; so that the name ^ vratadhuh^ becomes inapplicable, and yet, 
just as in that case another cow is actually brought in, so, in the case in 
question also, other implements should be brought in. Or, you have to 
explain why what is done in one case cannot be done in the other.” 

That explanation (says the iS^idd/ian^in) is as follows : — 

StJTRA (42). 

[Siddhantin's anstmr to the ohjectiori\—l^ that othee case, the absehce 

IS DUE TO THE SCEIPTUEES ; AT THE ARCHETYPE THEBE IS THE 
DESIRE TO BEING ABOUT ONE SUBSTANCE ; IN THE PRESENT 
CASE HOWEVER, THEBE IS INJUNCTION OP A THING 
WITH A VIEW TO A TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT. 

Bhdsya, 

In that other case, the absence is due to the scriptures; i.e. in that case 
the inapplicability of the .name, due to the absence of the cow milked for 
observance, has been brought about by the scriptural text ‘ Both live on 
Clarifi.ed Butter * ; when there is the desire to bring about one substance, the 
injunction that ' For the sacrificer they milk another cow for Ms observance 
at the Ashira ’ becomes applicable to the ^tapeya, under the General Law ; 
and it would be turned away from that by reason of impossibility, while the 
Ashira cow would be brought in ; it is for tMs reason that the inapplicability 
of the name is tolerated. — ^In the ease in question, on the other hand, what 
has been laid down is with a view to a transcendental result, and it is not 
what is brought in from anywhere else ; the burning too of the Body along 
with the saerifieial implements has been laid down directly, without any 
sort of reservation. The presence too of those ipaplements is easy to be 
secured by just retaining those that have been in use. In tliis case therefore, 
the admissibility of the incongruity of the name being inapplicable would be 
without justification or reason whatsoever. 

From all tMs it follows that the Implements should be retained. 



ADHiKAKAisrA (13) : The Retention of the Implenie7its should, 
commence frcnn the Fire-installation. 

BJidsya. 

The preceding Adhiharana has been left in itsincomx3let© form [only in the 
sens© that certain PiirvapaJcsa arguments have not been answered ; — this 
is done later on, tinder Su. 45]. For the time being we proceed to consider 
another matter. — ^It has been declared that the Sacrificial Implements 
should be retained ; the question we are going to consider is — ^Should the 
Implements be retained from the Paurnamma sacrifice onwards ? or' from 
the Fir© -installation onwards ? 


SUTRA (43). 

[PfiRVAPAKSA] — '' The Retention should commence from the 

PlTRNAMlSA onwards; BECAUSE THE IMPLEMENTS ABE FOB 
THE PURPOSES OP THE ARCHETYPE 

Bhdsya, 

“ The Implements should be retained, commencing from the PauT^ia- 
mdsa onwards.— ‘ Why ? ’ — Because they are for the purposes of the Archetype ; 
these Implements have been mentioned without reference to any sacrifice ; 
hence they are taken as subservient to the purposes of the Darsha-Purna^ 
mdsa ; therein are they brought into existence ; and theie retention should 
commence from the time that they are brought into existence. Hence it 
follows that their retention should commence from the PaurnamdsaP 

SUTRA (44). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, it should commence' with the Fire- 

' INSTALLATION ; AS THERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN IT ; SPECIALLY AS 

Death CANNOT be the occasion. 

Bhdsya, 

The Retention is to commence, not from the Paurnamasa, but from the 
Fire-installation why % — because there is no incongruity in it ; even though 
the Implements have been laid down as to be used at the Paurnajndsa 
sacrifice, yet under the General Law, they become admissible at the Pava- 
mdna-offerings ; so that, if they are retained from tins latter onwards, there 
is no incongruity in this — specially as Death cannot he the occasion ; i.e. 
if the Sacrificer were to die before the Full Moon Day (when the Paurnamdsa 
sacrifice is performed), then the embellishment of his body would not be done ; 
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— on the other hand, if the Implements have been retained since the Fire- 
installation, there is no incongruity in it. From this it follows that the 
Retention should commence with the Fire-installation. 

SUTRA (45). 

, llS EEALITY, IT IS' AK ACT OE./ DISPOSAL AS IH THE CASE 
OF OTHEB THINGS. 

Bhdsya. 

TMs is an answer to objections against the Adhikarana which was left 
incomplete (after Su. 42). 

It has been argued above (under Su. 35) that the Implements (by being 
burnt) serve a useful purpose— in the shape of bringing about the embellish- 
ment of the Sacrificer. — ^This however is not right. — As the act in question 
is one of the ‘Disposal’, into the sacrificer’ s body, of the Fires and of the 
Implements. — ^How so ?■ — As in the case of other things, smeared with Soma.- 
juice, the ‘ going to Avahhrtha ’ is an act of Disposal the grounds for its 
being so regarded are the same,— viz. those tilings also have been used at 
various sacrifices and are as such fit for disposal ; the case with the Fires and 
the Implements also is the same ; hence there is ‘ disposal ’ of these latter 
also. — “But in both cases we find the Instrumental ending (wliich makes 
such interpretation impossible).”— Not so ; the ‘ disposal ’ of the Fires and 
the Implements does not consist in their being thrown upon the Sacrificer’s 
body, — ^nor is the burning itself of the Agnihotm himself (who is immortal) ; 
while the Instrumental ending is used in connection with the act of burning ; 
which shows that the Fires and the Implements occupy only a subordinate 
position ; — ^the burning being accomplished by means of these. — If only 
throwing in were meant, then the Accusative ending would have been used ; 
as we find in such expressions as ^ Dah§ine pdnau juhmndsddayatV \ 



Apiiikabana (14) : The ^ Pmjdpatya'' -offering shonM bej. 
made after all other Sofna-offerings. 

StJTEA (46). 

The oeeebing-s made accobbing to the Ihjunctiok’ — ' They ofebb 

THE PbAJABATYA OBLATIONS AFTEB THE SoaiA-OEEEBINGS ’ — 
SHOULD COME AFTEB ALL THE SOBIA-OFFEBINGS, AS THEBE 
IS NO SPECIFICATION, AND BECAUSE IT IS NOT NEGESSABY 
TO LAY DOWN THE TIME OF THE AbCHETYPE. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Vdjapeya sacrihee, certain animals are ‘ dedicated 
to Prajapati ’ ; — in reference to these animals, we read — eUparisfat sornanam 
prdjdpatyaishcharanti ’ [‘ They offer the oblations to Prajapati after the 
Soma-offerings ’]. • 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the qiiestion« — Should the 
offerings be made at the time oi tl'ie Arhhava ? — or after the Soma-offerings 
made with Shastra-hymns ‘1 — or in place of the modificatory sacrifices ?— 
OT aitev all the Soma -offerings 

The Purvapaksa (A) is as follows : — “ They should be made at the time 
of the Arhhava* — ^Why ? — Because at the archetypal sacrifice, the offering 
has been made at the time of the Arhhava ; and as at the Archetype, so in 
the case in question also, they should be made at the same time. If tliis is 
so done, then there is no disturbance in the subsidiaries. — If, on the other 
hand, the offerings were made after all the Soma -offerings,! then there would 
be disturbance in the performance of the details laid down in the following 
two texts — '{a) ‘They perform the Anuydjas after the offering to Agni- 
Maruts % (6) ‘ Having thrown in the Paridhis^ they throw in the Hdriyojana 
Oup ’ ; as in the said case the Anuydjas could not be performed ‘ after the 
offering to Agni-Maruts ’ ; and the Paridhis would be offered a/ifer the offering 
of the Hdriyojana oblation.— And all this would mean a reversal in the order 
of the subsidiaries, without any authoritative declaration to that effect. — If 
hovrever, the offerings were made at the time of the Arhhava^ then there 
would be no such incongruity.’* ^ ^ 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^^^hen it is 
declared that ‘ They offer the oblations after the Soma-offerings f" 

the offering should be made after aZZ the Soma-offerings.— Why ? — Because 
there is no specification ; when the term ^ Somdndm^ of the Soma-offerings ’) 
is used, and there is no specific mention of any particular Soma-offerings, 
it must mean all Soma -offerings. — ^As regards the argument that “ the 
time of the Arhhava should come in from the Archetype (by virtue of the 
General Law)”, — it is not necessary to lay down the time of the Archetype, 
if it is already indicated by the General Law; if there were an injunction of 
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such time, it would be doing what has been already done, and as siicli 
purposeless.— From all this it follows that the said offering should be made 
after all thQ Soma-offerings* 

StJTRA (47). 

ly IT BB' UEGED. THAT THIS WOULD EHTAIL A BEVEESAL OE SUBSIDIAEIES, 
WITHOUT ANY DECLABATION TO THAT EEEEOT 
[the answer is as below]. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that— “ under the above explanation, there would be 
a reversal of subsidiaries, without any declaration to that effect — ^What is 
the answer to that ? 

This Sutra is meant only as a reassertion of the objeotiGii. 

StJTRA (48). 

Thebe is only 'postponement’, on account of connection; in 

THE OTHEB CASE, THEBE IS MEBE TIME. 

Bhdsya* 

The objection Urged, — ^that “ there is reversal of subsidiaries does 
not affect the case. — “Why?”- — ^Because when the offering of the Animal 
has been ‘ postponed ’ (put off), it is only right that there should be ‘ post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuydjas and of the Throwing in of the Paridhis ; — on 
account of connection ; that is, all these latter are duly connected with the 
animal -offering. ISTor is there any order of sequence meant to be emphasised 
as between the Anuydjas and' the offering to Agni-Maruts, or between the 
Hdriyojana and the Throwing in of the Paridhis; the Throwmg in of the 
Paridhis is not a subsidiary of the Hdriyojana, — or the Hdriyojana of the 
Throwing in of the Paridhis ;---nov are these two subsidiar3^ to any oilier 
Main Sacrifice. — Similarly if the offering to Agni-Maruts and the Ariuyajas 
were subsidiaries of one another, — or both of them of a third Alain Sacrifice,— 
then, by reason of the order of sequence rendering some help to the per- 
formance, the said order might be meant to be emphasised. As a matter 
of fact, however, the Anuydjas are subsidiary to the Animal-sacrifice, — 
th.Q off ering to Agni-Maruts is subsidiary to the Soma -sacrifice, — the Throwing 
in of the Paridhis is subsidiary to the Animal-sacrifice, — ^and the Hdri yojana 
is subsidiary to the Soma-sacrifice ; hence any order of sequence among 
these can serve no useful purpose ; hence it cannot be meant to be 
emphasised. 

In the other case, there is mere time ; in the texts — ‘ they offer the Anuydjas 
after the offering to ‘ offers th^ Hdriyojana oiilations after 

having tlirown in the ParidMs —the ‘ offering to Afar and tlie 
' tlirowing in of the Paridhis ’ have been mentioned as inclieati\''e of time ; 
even though the indication is not actually present, the time meant to be 



ABHYlYA Xly FlBA ni, ABHIKxlBANA ( 14 ), 


2209 


indicated does not fail to be indicated ; e.g. when it is said, that 4 one should 
come the Agnihotm-tirm^^ the exact time is understood all the same, even 
though the may not be there. — “But, this involves recourse to 

Ind/irect dedication — ^ISTot so; because it is the Time that is directly, 
^deiioted in this case ; the affix ‘ Kttid ’ (and its variant ' lyap ’ present in 
' prahrtya'). has been laid down as denoting the time that has gone before ; 
—and the term 'urdhvam^ (‘after’) might denote either Time or Place; 
but the sense of Place being incompatible here, it is taken as expressing 
Time. 

SUTPvA (49), 

CPUBVAPAKSA (B)] — ''On ACCOTJKT OB THE POSSIBILITY OB THE TIME 

OB THE AbCHETYPB, IT SHOULB BE TAKEN AS COmNCi ABTEB . 

THOSE SoMA-OBBEBINGS THAT ABE MADE WITH ShASTBA- . 

HYMNS ; — ^IB THIS IS UBGEB — [then the answer 
is as below]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If your view is that the offerings in. question 
should be made after all the Soma-off erings^ — that cannot be right; the 
right view is that it should come after those Soma -offerings that are accom- 
panied by Shastra -hymns . — ^Why ? — Becatise of ike p7*oxlmity of the time of 
the Afxhetype; by so doing the offering in question would be performed in 
close proximity to the Acchetypal-offerings ; nor would there be any 
unwarranted reversal of the subsidiaries. — “ Wliat is the time meant ? ’ — 
It is that w^hich comes after the Vaishvadeva offering at the Third Extraction^* 

SUTRA (50). 

[Purvapaksa (B) refuted] — ^Not so ; as this would be against the 

Dibeot Declaration. 

Bhdsya. 

If it were as suggested above, then it would militate against the Direct 
Declaration that ^ after the Soma-offerings etc., etc. which does not specify 
any partievlaT Soma-offerings ; as the offering in question will have been 
offered before (not after) some of the Soma-offerings — ^ISTor again is it possible 
for mere ‘ proximity ’ to indicate the time of the Arche tj^pe. 

SUTRA (51). 

[Purvapaksa (C)]— " It .should come in place ob : the ■ mobifioatoby 
sacrifices ’’ — ^IB THIS IS URGED — [then the answer is as 

below]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent— “ If it is your view that it is not right for the 
•offering to be made after those wliich are accompanied by 
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Shastm-hymnSi — ^then, it may come in place of the Modificatory Sacrifices.— 
^ Wliat is the place of the Modificatory Sacrifices ? ’ — The Terminuses beginning 
with the Uhthya are the modifications of the Agnistoma-termiimB the 
place of those terminuses is after the offering of the Agnistoma ; — and the 
offering in question may come in at this place ; the place for all later offerings 
is after the regular offerings the offering in question is also a later offering ; 
— hence this also should come at that same place.” 

. SUTRA (52). 

Not so ; becaitse the Ihjenctioh is distihot. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — ‘‘Why?” — Because the 
Injunction is distinct *, that is, the actions are different; the two actions — 
Animal-sacrifice and Soma-sacrificesbte entirely distinct ; — the place 
referred to is the place for the Soma-offerings, not for the Animal-offerings. 

From all this it follows that the time for the offering in question is 
after all the Sonm-offerings. 



Adhikabana ' (15) : In the case of the ^ Savamya CaJce\ 
there is ^ Utkarsa^ {Postponement) of the Deity. 

StJTRA (53). ■ 

[PtJEVAPAKSA] — '' OJST THE ' POSTPOE-EMEET ’ OP THE StJKTAVAKA, THERE 

SHOULD BE HO ^ POSTPOHEMEHT ’ OP THE DeITIES OP THE 
SOMA-OPPEEHSraS, BECAUSE THESE ARE HOT SUBSIDIARY 
TO THE AhIMAL-SACRIPIOE ; JUST AS (iH OTHER CASES), 

WHEH THEBE IS 'POSTPONEMENT’, THERE IS 
NO CONNECTION.” 

BTidsya. 

Whenever the Amiydjas are * postponed’, they lead to the ‘post- 
ponement ’ of the Suhtavaka also ;■ — at this the deities of the Savamya 
calces are named thus — '' Bh/fjjannindrdya^ harivate dhdndh, pusanvate 
karamhham^ etc., etc. — 

The question that arises is — ^Is the recital of these names of deities also 
‘ postponed ’ with the ‘ postponement ’ of the Suhtavdlca ? Or not ? 

The Purvapahsa is — “ On the ‘ postponement ’ of the Suhtavaka there 
should he no ^postponement^ of the deities of the Soma, — ^i.e. of the Savamya 
— ^Why ? — Because these deities are not subsidiary to the Animahsacrifice ; 
the Anuydjas, being subsidiary to the Animal -sacrifice, can, on being ‘ post- 
poned lead to the ' postponement ’ of the subsidiaries of the Animal-sacrifice 
only, not of the -subsidiaries of the Soma-sacrifice ; — tlae Savamya deities are 
subsidiary to the Soma ; hence there should be no ‘ postponement ’ of these. 
— J ust as in other cases, when there is ‘ postponement ’ there is no connection ; 
just as, when the Suhtavdlca is recited at the Faurnamdsa sacrifice, when 
the deities of the Darsha sacrifice ar^ carried along with it, these deities 
have no connection, — and vice versa ; — and why is that ? — ^because the one 
is not subsidiary to the other ; — similarly (and for the same reason) in the 
case in question, there should be no ‘ postponement 

SUTRA (54). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, thebe should be postponement’, be- 
cause OP THE PRESENCE OP THE SENTENCE ; — WHEN THE 
PROCEDURE IS THE SAME, IP THERE IS NO CONNECTION, 

IT IS BECAUSE NO USEPUL PURPOSE IS SERVED 
BY IT. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the right course is that there should be ‘ postponement ’ ; — 
why ? — because of the presence of the sentence ; as a matter of fact, the passage 
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mentioning the names of the Deities of the 6'owa -sacrifice is a part of the 
Suhtamha-—'' Bhrjjanindraya harimte dhdndh ptisanvate karamhham saras- 
vatwate parivdpam all this being connected (syntactically) with the words, 
‘ Ayam yajmmnah ^ ; — ^similarly again, ^ Indrdya harimte dhdndbhih pusapb- 
vate harambham sarasvatlvate parivdpena % this being (syntactically) con- 
nected with the words — ‘ Supasthd adya devo vanaspatirahhavat — ^the names 
of these deities^ when recited in the SuMavdka, serve a useful purpose; if 
they are removed out of the context of the Suhtavdka, and they stand by 
themselves alone, they would be meaningless. — At th-e Bavanlya-offerings, 
however, the Suktavdka is not recited, wherein the names could be recited. 
The Suktavdka is related to the Animahsacriftce ; hence the deities of that 
sacrifice are related to it naturally ; hence it is only right that there should be 
a recital of the names of the deities of that sacrifice, and accordingly these 
should be ‘ postponed ’ when the Suktavdka is ‘ postponed In this way 
the Vedic text becomes duly obeyed. 

As for the argument that— “ When there is postponement there is no 
connection”,-~“W/Aen the procedure is the same^ if there is no connection, it is 
because no useful purpose is served by it; the Darsha and the Furnamdsa 
sacrifices have the same procedure, — Whence the recital of the Suktavdka is 
common to both ; — ^it comes in in accordance with the needs of each case ; 
there is no need ior reciting the names of the deities of the Dars/ia-sacrifice 
at the Pa wmamdsa -sacrifice, — and vice versa; and the reason for this lies 
in the fact that it is only the deities to whom offerings have been made 
that are referred to (by the recital of these names), and at one sacrifice its 
own deities have been offered to, not any others. Hence the citing of the 
case of there being no connection where there is postponement — has no 
bearing on the case in question. 


End of Pdda Hi of Adhydya XI* 



ADHYAYA XI. 


PABA IV. 


Adhikakana (1) s In connection with the Majastiya^ at the 
Agnd"Vaisnava ’ and other offerings^ the subsidiaries 
should he performed severally. 


SUTEA (1). 

[PueVAPAKSA] — ^'A s THEBE IS ONE AKD THE SAME Ih JUNCTION, — ^IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE ElJAStJYA, — ^AT THE SEVEBAL SACBIFICES ’ 
WHOSE TIME AND PLAGE ABE NOT SPECIFIED, — 

THE SUBSIDIABIES SHOULD BE ' COMMON 
AS THEBE IS COHEBENCE.’’ 

Bhdsya. 


In connection witli the Rdjasuyay there are certain Main Sacrifices 
whose time and place have not been specified, — e.g. ‘ Trisamyukte dve ’ 
and so forth. 

In regard to these the following question arises — ^At these Main Sacrifices, 
are the subsidiaries to be performed * in common’ ? or severally ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows “ In connection with the Rdjasuya, at 
the several Main Sacrifices of which the place and time are not specified, the 
subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in common — 'Whj— Because there is 
coherence among them ; i.e. they bring about the Result, jointly, not severally. 
— How do you know that ? ’ — Because there is one and the same Injtmction ; 
all these Main Sacrifices have been spoken of by means of the single 
(collective) name " rdjasuya ^ used in the singular number in the word 
' rdjasuyena and thereby connected with the Result; from which it is 
clear that it is the composite whole that brings about the result. — ^And 
the entire procedure is subservient to that act which is meant to be per- 
formed with a view to the obtaining of the result ; — and the ‘ Procedure ’ 
consists of the suhsidiaries ; hence we conclude that the subsidiaries should 
be performed ‘ in common 
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SUTRA (2). 

[SiDDHANTA]— As A M^ OY FACT,— INASMUCH AS THEBE IS A 

DISTINCT ' PEBFOBMANGE, ’ CONNECTED WITH EACH ' IeB THE 
SUBSIDIAEIES SHOULD BE PEBEOBMED SEVEBALLY, AS 
IN THE CASE OE THE ‘ ISTIS ’ ; AS FOB THE COM- 
POSITE WHOLE IT IS DUB TO THE ACCOM- 
PLISHMENT OF THE Result, — which, 

BEING ONE ONLY, IS MENTIONED BY A 
SINGLE TERM, 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that the subsidiaries should be performed ‘ in common ’ ; 
in fact, they should be performed severally. — ^Why ? — Because there is a 
distinct ‘ performance ’ connected with each ‘ Fee ’ ; — ^in connection with the 
sacrifices in question we find distinct ‘sacrificial Fees’ laid down— (A) 
^ Agndvaisnava ekddashakapalah, aindrdvaisnava^hcha/ruh, vaisnavastrikapd* 
iah — vdmano daksind ’ — (B) Somdpausna ekddashakapalah, aindrdpausna- 
shcharuh, pausnushcharuh, — shydmo daksind ’ [At (A), the Fee consists of the 
‘dwarfish’ bull, and at (B), it consists of the ‘dark’ bull] when the 
Fees are distinct, the corresponding Performers also should be distinct ; 
so that the Priests, whose services have been seemed by the gift of the 
‘ dwarfish bull ’ and who are the performers of the first ‘ triad of sacrifices ’ 
(A), can have no connection with the second ‘ triad ’(B); similarly those whose 
services have been secured by the gift of the ‘ dark bull ’ who are the per- 
formers at the second ‘ triad ’ (B), can have no connection with the fii'st ‘ triad ’ 
(A), — Thus then, there being distinct Performers, the subsidiaries also should 
be distinct ; — as in the case of the ‘ Istis ’ ; the subsidiaries performed at the 
time of the Paurnamdsa sacrifice render no help to the Da7*sha sacrifice, on 
account of the difierence in time ; in the same manner, in the case in 
question, the performers or subsidiaries of one sacrifice can have no connec- 
tion with the other ; hence the subsidiaries should be performed separately 
(with each of the two Triads). 

As for the argument that— “ The Injunction being one and the same, 
the coherence of the latter is also meant ”, — the answer to that is tliis ; — As 
for the composite whole, it is due to the accomplishment of the MesuU ; i.e. 
it is by reason of the accomplishment of the Result that the whole is regarded 
as one composite whole,- — became the EesuU is one only ; i.e. the two triads of 
sacrifices have been spoken of together as a composite whole only because 
they bring about a single result,— not because there is common (joint) per- 
formance : as in the case of the ' Istis ^ ; just as in the case of the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, even though the two sacrifices {Darsha and P'urnamasa) are 
performed separately, yet they are spoken of as a composite whole in such 
texts as ‘Desiring heaven one should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
sacrifices 
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SUTRA (3). 

. Also THEBE IS, A text roixTiHa to the same coxclitsioh, 

Bhdsya. 

. There is a text in another context wMoh points to the same conclusion : 

^ Purvam trlsmnyuhtamuttarmn trisamyuhtam^, here the two * triads ’ are 
spoken of as ‘ former ’ and ‘ latter ’ ; and this order of sequence would be 
possible only if the two were performed separately'. — “ Even though they, 
formed part of a single performance, there would be an order of sequence in 
relation to the Main Sacrifice’. — ^Not so; from the sentence that folows 
this text it is clear that the order of sequence, meant is between the two Main 
Sacrifices along luith their suhsidiaries , — ^that sentence being—* Yat .purvam 
tnsamyuhtam vlrajananam tat, yaduUaram tfisamyuMam paslmjananam tat/^ i 
this connection of the Results is with the two ‘Sacrificial Triads’ as along 
with their subsidiaries, and not by themselves alone. Hence this is a clear 
indication of the Siddhdnta view. 



Adhikabana (2) : At the Bajasuya, the Performers (Priests) 

are ‘ common \ 

SUTRA (4). 

[PCevapaksa]— “ Thebe shotted be ho eesteiotioh if this is 
IJEGBD — [ then the answer is as below]. 

BMsya. 

In regard to the same sacrifice), we proceed to consider tlie 

following question— Are the Performing Priests to be the same till the end 
as those who began the sacrifice ? — Or is there no restriction as to whether 
they are to be the same or difierent ? 

The Purmpahsa is as follows : — “ There should be no restriction, since 
the Performer varies with each Fee ; that is, those Priests whose services 
have been secured by the Fees prescribed for the PavUra are for the 
purpose of working at the Pmitra and they come to an end at the end of the 
Pavitm ; so that at the rites that follow, one may employ any performers 
one chooses,— the same or others. Hence there can be no restriction.” 

StJTEA (5). 

[Siddhanta] — ^Not so; because of being enjoined. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not right that there should be no restriction ; in fact, those same 
who did the work in the beginning should go on till the end. — '\¥hy ? — 
Because of being enjoined ; at the very outset, at the time of ‘ appointment \ 
the Performing Priests have been enjoined by the Sacrificer to the following 
effect — ‘ Please perform for me this group of Bites named Bajasuya^ 
this appointment is done before the sacrifice is conmienced ; and as no 
differentiating peculiarity has been perceived, this ‘ appointment ’ must bo 
held to be ‘in common’; — hence those whose services have been secured 
by this ‘ appointment ’ must continue for the purpose of all the rites (com- 
posing the Bajasuya), 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Priests were appointed for the whole com- 
posite sacrifice, then it would be as just explained ; but if the ‘ appointmen t ’ 
has, at first, been made for the performance of the Pavitra, then the Priests 
so appointed would be for that one rite only, not for all.” 

Answer — ^Wliieh of these two alternatives is the right one ? — Undoubtedly 
that the ‘ appointment ’is for the whole composite sacrifice; as it is only 
thus that the functions of the Priest are fulfilled without obstruction ; 
otherwise (if the appointment had been made for the Pavitra only), the same 
Priests might not necessarily be there to work at the subsequent rites,— and 
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others too may not be available,-— so' that , the .performance would be 
obstructed. 

SUTRA (6). 

Thebe would be simplicity also. 

Bhdsya. 

If it is as explained, is ■ secured ; ■ otherwise there would be 

Vappoiiitment ’ at every rite, which' would rtiake it much too mIabo,i*ate.— 
Then again, it ivS essential that there should be no separation between the 
Priest and the Sacrifieer. — From all tliis it follows that the 'Priests 
are appointed for the whole com|)osite sacrifice, and hence they should be 
held to be ‘ in cornino,n h 

SUTRA (7). 

Also because the.pubpose ts oxe axb the .same. 

Bhdsya, 

The Fees given in connection with the component rites also serve the 
one purpose of accornplisliing the whole Composite Sacrifice; there is no 
pui’pose served by the performance of the component alone. It is with a 
view to the fact that the should be accomplished bj^ means of the 

Components^ that the Priests are ‘ appointed ’ at the Component rite ; but 
they have fulfilled their pmpose only when the Composite Sacrifice has been 
accomplished. For this reason those same Priests should continue to perform 
the rites till the very end of the whole sacrifice. 

Says the Opponent — “If the Components are only for the accomplish- 
ment of the Composite, then there should be ' payment for services ’ (Fee) 
for all Components once onlj?^ ; why should it be done over and over 
again ?.’’ ' 

The answer comes in the following, d'wtra : — 

SUTRA (8). 

The bebeateb beclabatioh is eor the purpose oe particular 

BETAILS. 

Bhdsya, 

When it is possible to make the ‘ payment for services ’ in both ways, — 
with each component separately, or only once for all, — one particular method 
has been specifically laid down — as that it should be made with each com- 
ponent rite, — and this is done for the sake of specifying particular things and 
numbers (of things to be given) — such as ‘ The dwarfish bull is the Fee % 

‘ at the Ahhisechanlya, one gives Ten Thoxasand ’ ; and the sense is that if 
the Fees are given in this manner, it leads to prosperity. 


51 



Abhikaeana (3): At the ^ Amsti ^ sacrifice^ the suhsidiaries 
are to he performed separately. 

; SUTRA (9). 

:{PtrEVAPAK§A]— A t THE' AVESTI, IT SHOULD BE DOHE ‘lE COMMON ’5 
BECAUSE WE FIND IHDICATIVE TEXTS.’’ 

BTidsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuy a, there is the Amsti sacrifice, laid 

down in the text — ' The Oake baked on eight pans, to be offered to Agni, 
at which Gold is the Fee ; the Cooked rice to be offered to Brhaspati, at wliieh 
ShitiprsthalBtlmYm'^. 

In regard to tliis Avesti, we proceed to consider the question — Ai*e the 
subsidiaries to be performed at it sej^arately ? Or ‘ in common ’ ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — At the Avesti it should be done in common ; 
i.e. the performance of the subsidiaries should be held to be ‘ in common — 
because we find indicative texts ; we find an indicative text winch points to 
the fact that the performance should b© ‘ in common that text being — 
* If the Brdhnmna performs the sacrifice, he should place the ojfering to 
Brhaspati in the middle, and then after having pomod the various oblations, 
he should do the Pouring : if a Vaishya does it, he should place the offering 
to YishvMevas in the naiddl© ; — ^if a Ksattriya does it, he should place the 
offering to Indra in the middle ; this placing of the offerings is possible 
only if the performance is taken as one whole, — and it can be taken as one 
whole only if there is one performance ‘ in common ’ hence the performance 
must be one and ‘ in common What you are putting forward is only an 
indicative text ; what is the direct evidence bearing upon the matter ? ’ — The 
direct evidence is afforded along with the Injunction, in the text— ‘ AthaMd 
dislidmavestayah imam vd atha tarn lokam‘ punarupavarohanti — Further, the 
Avmi has been spoken of in the following text as a single performance—* 
^Mtayd annadyahmnam ydjayU ’ [‘ By tliis, one should sacrifice for the man 
desiring food 

SUTRA (10). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— T hBOUGH DiRECT DECLARATION, IT IS CONNECTED WITH 
THE DESIRE FOR A CERTAIN RESULT. 

Bhdsya, 

Inveality, the performance shall not be ‘in common ’.—Why ?— The 
reason has already been given above (Su. 2)— that a distinct Performer is 
connected' with each Fee. ' 

As for the argument that “ we find indicative texts our answer to 
that is as follows -.-^Through Direct Declaration, the sacrifice in question is 



2219 


■ ^ . ABHYlYA XI,. PlDA .IV, ADHIKABANA ( 3 ). 

mnnected toith the Desire for a certain resxiU, — it being so mentioned in the 
text /.By tills ' one should sacrifice for the man desiring food \ It; is tru© 
that ^ the, said indication is there but ' there are no distinct Fees here; the 
Fees in connection with the Rdjasuya are. not admissible here. Then again, 
the text quoted ^ By this sacrifice etc. ’ speaks of the Amsti means of 
a word in the singular number, as leading to a certain result (Food), which 
also is indicative of the subsidiaries ■ being performed together ; it is only 
thus that the said declaration would be explicable ; — hence the indicative 
quoted is to be taken as based upon the said facts. 

StJTRA (11). 

If it is ubged that '' it is based hpoh the fact of the Avesti itself 

STJBSEBVIXG THE PUBPOSES OF THE SACRIFICE’", — THAT 
■ CANNOT BE ; BECAUSE OF THE MENTION . OF THE 

CASTES. 


You may argue that ‘‘ the indicative text may be taken as based upon 
the fact of the Av^ti subser\nng the purposes of the sacrifice, so that it 
may be an auxiliary to the main sacrifice of the Context — This however is 
not possible. — ^Why ? — Because of the mention of the castes — ‘ If the Brdhmana 
performs the sacrifice, — if the Vaishya,^ etc. ; — at the main sacrifice itself there 
is no Brdhmana or Vaishya, — as the Bdjasuya can be performed by the 
Ksattriya only, as declared in the text — ‘ The Ksattriya should perform the 
Bdjasuya \ This shows that the text has no connection with the fact of 
the Av^ti subserving the purposes of the Main sacrifice. 



ADHmiBANA (4) I The offerings of the ‘ Pavamdm-Isti ’ 
cire to he made severally. 

SOTRA (12). 

™ o™«, 

THEBE SHOULD BE HHEFOEMANCE ‘ IN COMMON’- 
because THEBE IS ONLY ONE DeOLAEATION 
OF Peocbdfeb.’’ 

Bhasya. 

Agm-Pavamam, to Agni-Pmalm, to Agni-Shwhi ’ 

with »«.««„ 

Or severally ? ' Psifoimed in common’? 

The Piuoapaksa is as follows u,e „ . 

there ..houU he perfonnr,nce ‘ fn 

one Deekt.nit.hH of Pmcedwe ; the Declaration of P ’ 4 ftm-« is only 

ofierings is-‘ TW -g-d these 

and this indicates a rononon ioint nerfo. ^ during the day ’]. 

peculiarity is perceived, the performance « L 


SUTRA (13). 

. P0*VAPAK5A-„„d^,i,_,.^,„ 

■ TEXTS.” 

Bhasya, 

‘ Smmnamvlrwm. hhamnti ’T wS is'f ie^emtimi aThT*" . 

state of tilings.” as it depicts an existing 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhantaJ-In eeality, theee should be diveestty op pee 
eoemance, on account op Dieect Declaeation. 

Bhasya. 

performance should be different in the first Tti!^^**^ difference, the 

S common as between these two.— 
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Wliy SO ” — On ..account of Direct DeclaraUon ; there is this declarat-ioii— ‘ If 
■one desires to be wealthier and happier, for Mm the offering to Agni-Pavamdna 
.should be made first, and then the later two offerings with the same .grass , 
should be offered to AgnOPdvaka and AgniShuchij etc., etc.’. Wliat is 
there that a Direct Declaration cannot do ? There ivS no burden too heavy ■ ; ' ' 
for it. Hence it should be done as here declared. 

There is the ar,gumeiit based on the Declaration of Procedure being one 5 
— is the answer to that ? ” 

What 1ms been adduced by the Opponent is not a ‘ declaration of 
procedure ’ ; it only lays down the time — They are to be offered during the 
(lay ’ ; hence it provides no reason in support of the PurvapaJcsa. 

SUTRA (15). 

In a. case WHEBE they ABE DONE TOCETHBB, IT WOULD CEETAINLY BE 
THE REITEBATION OF A SETTLED FACT. 

■ ■ Bhdsya , . | 

■ ■ ^ !' 

It has been argued above that “the declaration that ‘ they have the I 

same grass ’ indicates that they are to be performed together ’b — Our answer < 

to tliis is as follows : — In a case where they are done together, it would be the 
reiteration of a settled fact for instance, — there is this other declaration- — ! 

' If one desires Bralmiie glory, for him all the offerings should be made ’ ; 
in' tMs case there is joint performance ; and when there is this joint per- 
formance, the declaration that ‘they have the same grass ’ certainly becomes ! 

the reiteration of a settled fact ; — the joint performance coming in as the answer 
to the question what are to he offered » The term ‘ ’ is found to be 

used in the Plural Number ; and as tins Plurality appertains to the offerings 
that have been enjoined as to be secured, it must be taken a..s meant to be 
emphasised ; when there is only one performance, such performance cannot 
be endowed with plurality ; hence it follows that they should be performed 
together in the case referred to in the text cited (‘If one desires Brahmic 
glory etc. ’). [But the same camiot be true of the case in question, where ' 
the performance must be separate, as explained under Su. 14]. i 

[This Adhikarana as presented by Mandana Mishra is in. the reverse order; 
according to him ‘ common ’ performance is the 8iddhdrhtal\ 


ADHrKAEAijA (5) : At the ‘ Dvddashdha, (a) the ‘ Diksd \ 
(b) the ' Upasat’ and (c) the '' Sutya' should each 
occupy Twelve Days. 

BMsya. 

We read — ' For one desiring offspring, the Dvddashdha sacrifice should 
be performed 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following — -(ii) Is each of 
the Twelve ‘ Days ’ of this sacrifice to consist of twelve distinct performances 
of each of the two— -the Difcsd and the and with tl\% one performance 

of the Sutydf have twenty-five ‘daily performances’ each day — [having a 
total number of 300 ‘Days’] ? — Or (B) All these are to be done together 
on each of the twelve days themselves— (thus there being a total of 12 ‘ Days ’ 
only] ? — Or (G) Should thei’e be ‘ on four days, Upasads on the other 
four days, and the Sutyd on the remaining four days?- — Or (D) Should 
each of the three— DlJcsd, Upasady and Sutyd be multiplied in its own 
place [so that there being 12 days for each, there would be a total of 36 
^ Days’] ? 

[At the Dvddashdha^ ‘ Twelve-Day-Sacrifice each ‘ Day ’ constitutes a distinct 
act ; the procedure transferred to this Dvddashdha is that of the Jyotistomay including 
Diksd, Upasad, Suiicl Sutyd;— m order to preclude the number of these three as per* 
formed at the Jyotistoma, it has been declared in regard to the Dvddashdha that ‘ there 
are to be twelve Dlhsds and twelve Upasads^ ; — the question is: what does this 
mean ? There are three possibilities : — (A) that the Diksd should be performed on 
twelve days, then the Upasads on the next 12 days, and then the Sutyd on the 
last day, there being thus 25 days devoted to each of the twelve ‘ Days ’ of the 
DvddaskdJm, which thus occupies 300 days ? — Or (6) all the three — Diksd, Upasad, 
and Sutyd— ore to be done during all the twelve days of the Main Dvddashdha itself^ 
which would thus occupy only 12 days ?■ — Or (c) that the performance of the three 
— Diksd and the rest — is to be divided among the 12 days of the Main Sacrifice, — * 
the Diksd on the first fom* days, then the Upasads on the next four days, and 
finally the Sutyd on the last foui* days ; — in this case also there being only 12 ‘ days ’ 
taken.— -Or (D) that the Diksd should be done on 12 days, then the Upasads on the 
next 12 days, and then the Siityd on the next 12 days — thus 36 days being taken 
up by the entire pexTormance.] 

The Pfiwapal’f a starts off with the following : — 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

{PtfEVAPAK^A (A)]— 'At the DvIdashaha each 'day' should be 

COMPLETED BY ITSELP,— EACH BEING A DISTINCT ACT ; BECAUSE 
SUCH IS THE CASE AT THE AeCHETYPE 

Bhdsya. 

‘“Each day’, along with the Diksd and the Upasads, should be com- 
pleted by itself; i.e. there ^honldhe twelve tirnes twenty (300) perform- 
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such is the case at the ^ Archetype ; — i.e. because 
at ;t!i© .Archetype, Le. tlie Jyotistoma, each ADay ® is completed, by itself 
along with the Dihsd and the Upasad; and the ‘Day’ in question.!, having 
til© ‘ Day ’ of the Jyotistonm for its Archetype, iimst be a distinct act, and 
hence require the details separately for itself ; — ^iience, as at the ' Jyotistonha>,. 
each ‘ Day ’ should be completed by itself, along with the DiJcm and the ; 
UpasacV 

SUTRA (17). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA (B)] — "“'Oe, ox THE BAYS OE THE MAIN SACRIFICE ITSELF 
SHOHLB EACH BE PERFORMEB. ALONG WITH ALL ITS BET AILS,-— ; 

AS AT THE Midday Extraction ; because such is 
THE Direct Declaration.” 

Bhdsya. 

“It is not as has been suggested, that there should he . twelve times 
twenty -five performances ; in fact, they should all be clone on the twelve days 
of the Main sacrifice itself. — ^\¥hy so ? — Because is the Direct ^ Decimation 

bearing on the ‘Days’. In the very name ^ Dvddashdhah the number 
‘ twelve ’ has been directly mentioned as relating to the ‘ Days ’ ; — ^tliis 
number would be militated against if there were twelve times twenty -five 
performances. Hence it follows that on each of the twelve days, each Main 
sacrifice should b© performed ; and as the subsidiaries are performed at the 
same time as the corresponding Main Sacrifice, ail the Dlhsd and Upasads of the 
Main Sacrifice should also be performed on the same day. — at the Midday 
Extraction ; there is the declaration that ‘ they make the Sdntapanlya^ 
offering at the Midday Extraction which shows that the subsidiaries also 
are performed at Midday ; similarly should it be in the present case also. — 
Hence it follows that the details should be performed on the twelve days of 
the Main Sacrifice itself.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[PURVAPAKSA (C)]— Or, BBCAHSB of. the CONNECTION OF THE ReS'HLT 
AND THE Performer, there should be joint pbrpormance, 

— ^AS IN THE CASE. OF THE ' AgNEYA” AND ^ ' 

' AgnisomIya 
Bhdsya. 

“ Or, it is not right that the twelve ‘ Days ’ should be performed on the 
twelve days of the Main Sacrifice itself ; in fact, they^e shoidd he joint perform- 
ance'; i.e. the Dlhsd on four days, the Upasads on the next four days, and 
the Sutyds on the last four days.~Why ? — Because of the connection of the 
Result and the Performer ; i.e. the Main Sacrifices in question are jointly related 
to the Result and the Performing Priests ; their relation to the Result being 
due to their connection with the collective name ^ Dvddashdha \ which denotes 
the Sacrifice as on© composite wdiole ; and the relation to the Performer is 
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diic^—at th,e Sattra,— to the fact of .the Saerificer himself .being the. Performing 
Priest, — and at then47«-ina,*-~-tQ the fact of there being a single Fee ; to which 
facts also is due the fact of one and the same result accruing to the 
Performers and when\a number of acts have the same Performers, it 
follows that they are to be performed together : — Asin the case of the Agmya 
and the Agmsomlya ; the Agneya and the Agmsomhyay leading to the same 
result, and having the sarne performers, are performed together -and when 
they are ]Derfornied together, as there is no ground perceived for discrimination, 
it follows that the performance of the and the V pasads imxBt be ‘ com- 

mon’.-— Then agam, the declaration regarding the Dvddgshaha, 'Twelve 
Days’, has got to be obeyed. So that by adopting this view, both ends are 
accomplished — joint perfonnance as well as the number of * days Thus this 
view is the most reasonable one.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[SiDDHANTA]— A s A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE MULTIPLICATION 
IN THEIR OWN PLACES ; BECAUSE THE DECLARATION IS OF THE 
TIME OF THE MaIN ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARY 
SACRIFICES. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the view just set forth, is not right. — ^Why ? — 
Because the declaration is of the time of the Main alo7ig with the Subsidiary 
sacrifices ; — ^if the declaration had been of the time of the Main Sacrifices 
only, — not of the Subsidiaries,- — then it might have been as suggested ; as a 
matter of fact, however, what has been declared, in the text— T\velve 
Twelve Upasads\ — is the time of the Main Sacrifices along wdth the sub- 
sidiaries ; as what it mentions is the time for the Dlksds and for the Upasads, 
separately. If then it were done on the four days, that would militate 
against this declaration. Hence it follows that there should be muM- 
pUcxitJo7i of the detmls in their own 2 daces. 


SUTRA (20). 

The number Twelve ’ is in reference to them. 

Bhdsya. 

‘In reference to them i.e. in reference to the Dlksd, the Upasads 
and the Sutyci ; — first of all come the and there are twelve of these then 

and there ; — then come the Upasafe ;— there are twelve of these also, then and 
there ; — after these comes the Sidyd, which also becomes multiplied (into 
twelve), then and there ; — and it is in refei’ence to each of these that we have 
the number ‘ Twelve 
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: i / xi, pada ...iv, abhikabana (5). 

: " SUTBA (21).' 

:'ThE^ I^UMBER OP 'DIKSAS',’ AHB 'UpASADS’ is BISTIHCTs bbgaitsb , 

, THEY have. BEEN BIBEOTLY BECEABED AS DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya. 

' .Fiirtiier, liawig declared that ' For the sake of one desiiing offspring, 
v On© should perform the DvMa,sha}m sacrifice % the trwrt ’ and other details 
have been proceeded with; this also shows that the number, ' Twelve ’■ is 
in reference to those. As a matter of fact,, all the pra^dous details ending' 
with the Vasatlvarl are ‘ common % because of their time being different ; 
those beginning with the Avdbhrtha come later, as they are subservient to the 
Relinquishing of the Initiation ; says the text — Apm dihsdm pramshayitva, 
devdh svargam, lohamdyan, yadapsu sndti tdmeva dlksdmdlabhate^ atha yadapd" - 
vahhfthamahhyamyanti tdmeva dlJcsdm punarapsu praveshayantP [where it 
is declared that with the AvabhrtJha, they throw the Initiations into the water]. 
— The Dlksd had come into existence * in common % and hence its ‘ relinquish- 
ment ’ also should be ‘ in common as no differentiating reason is perceived. 


SUTRA (22). 

To THE SAME ENB THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

In this way, the following declaration also becomes Justified- — ‘ The 
..Dvddashdha lasts for Thirty six days \ — wliich appears in another context. 

SUTRA (23). 

.Even when the Injunctions are .distinct, there may be " common 

PBREOBMANCE BUB TO THE CONNECTION OF TIME BEING 
WITH THOSE COMPOSING ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE. 

Bhdsya, 

As= regards the argument that it would be * as in the case of the Agneya 
and the Agnlsomlya \ — ^it is only right that in the case of the Agneya and the 
Agnlsomlya, even though the Injunctions are distinct^ there should he ^ common 
perf ordnance \ — ^i.e. they should be performed together ; — ^why ? — ^because 
the comiection of time is with those composing one composite whole ; i.e. the 
time mentioned appertains to the Main and subsidiary sacrifices forming one 
composite whole, as is clear from the declaration that ‘ On the Full Moon 
Day, one should peFiorm the Paur^mdsa sacrifice along with its subsidiaries ’ ; 
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—it , is for this reason that tlie performance in this case is * in common^, 
—the Main, as well as the ■ Subsidiaries being performed on the Full Moon 
■Day. itself.— In 'the case, in question however the reason, that ‘ the ' time" 
mentioned pertains to the Main along with the Subsidiaries % does not apply ^ 
— ^Hence the conclusion is that at the Dvddashdha^ the Main and Subsidiary 
sacrifices are not to be performed on the twelve days (of the Main Sacrifice- 
(itself),— as in the ease of the Paurnamdsa, 


Adhikarana (6) : Those subsidiaries whose time is not dis- 
tinct from that of the Main Sacrifices should be 
performed separately. 

Bhdsya. 

We now proceed to consider the case of those Subsidiaries whose time is 
not distinct from that of the Main sacrifices — Should these be performed 
^ in common ’ ? Or separately ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ They should be performed Mii com** 
mon ’ ; — why ? — ^because thus alone would the Declaration of Procedure ^- — 
® for one desiring offspring one should perfoim the DvMmhaha^ r wlmih. 
expresses joint performance, — be follow^ed. This is what has been explained 
under IL 1. 64.’* 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :- — 


SUTRA (24). 

It should be sepaeate, biJcause there is difference of that ; m 

THE PERFORMANCE, THE ACTIONS SHOULD BE SEPARATE, BECAUSE 
THEY ARE SIGNIFIED BY THE NAME OF THE MaIN 
SACRIFICE. 

Bhdsya. 

There should be separate performance ; — wiiy ? — -because there is difference 
of that ; — ‘ that ’ stands for the tmie spoken of in the preceding Sutra ; hence 
the meaning of the phrase is because there is difference of time ; when there 
is difference in time, the performmhce must be separate ; as happens in the 
case of the Darsha and the Paurnamdsa ;~~ia the case in question also, there 
is difference of time, — today ‘ tomorrow % ‘ day after tomorrow ’ ; — hence 
here also actions should he separate; i.e. the performance should be 
separate.— How" do you know that there is difference of time among the 
Subsidiaries ? ” — Because they are signified by the name of the Main Sacrifice ; 
as a matter of fact, the Subsidiaries are included imder the denotation of 
the name of the Main Sacrifice ; so that they are known to be such as are 
performed at the same time as the Main Sacrifice ; — if the Main Sacrifice is 
to be performed today, its subsidiaries also should be performed today; — 
if the Main is to be performed tomorrow, the subsidiaries also should be 
performed ifomorrott?; — if the Main is to be performed on the day after to- 
morrow, the subsidiaries also should be performed on the day after tomorrow^ 
—Thus there should be separate performances. 
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, ■ ^SUTRA (25). 

' Ah, /Indigat^^ also foihtS'TO the same oohclesioh. 

Ehdsya. 

There is the text—' The Days^ axe completed with the end of the 
Patmsamydja ’ ; this shows that each of the ' Days ’ ends with the Patm- 
smnydja separately, 

SUTRA (26). 

The declabatioh of the ‘ Sutya tomoreow ' also points to the 

SAME CONCLUSION* 

Bhdsya, 

There is the declaration — ^SmmtMte samsiMte^hcmi presay ati ^ 
(which speaks of the ^ Sutyd^, as coming ‘tomorrow’); — ^the reduplicated 
piu'ase ^ Samsthite samstMte^ indicates the difference of the several 
JSubrahrfUinyds, 

SUTRA (27). 

There is dipperence op animals also. 

Bhdsya, 

We find difference of animals also spoken of in the text — ‘The one 
animal that is in excess shonld be offered to Indra-Agni ’ there could be no 
‘ excess ’ of the animal, if there were not several animals ; as a ma-tter of fact, 
there are eleven animals and twelve ‘days’ ; and all tliis is possible if the 
‘ sacrificing ’ of the animals is done separately ; if it were done ‘ in common 
then all the eleven would be sacrificed at one and the same time. — ^From this 
also it follows that the Performance should be separate. 



Abhieaeaija (7) : the time of the Upasads, the ^ In/mUmg 

, . ; . 0 / tM Submhmmiyd \ should he done without any: 

modifications, 

SUTRA ( 28 ) 

[PObvafaksa] — ''At the additional Sxjtt^as, all should be 

MENTIONED IN THE SUBBAHMANYA ; BECAUSE OF THE 
CONNECTION AT THE ARCHETS-PE ; AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE ' x4.TAHANA’. 

Bhdsya, 

There is ‘ Iiiviting of the Stihrahmanyci ’ done at the time of the 
with the words GhatumM siitydmdgachchha maghavmi ’ tliis becomes 
aclmissibie at the Urada^/i/ai^a by virtiie of the General Law. 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question— At the IJvddashdha, 
are the various 8utyd-days to be specifieally mentioned in the Mantra used 
for the Invitiiig ? Or should the Mantra be used in the same form in all 
eases ? 

[xAt the xArehetype, the first Siityd comes on the thirteenth day, beginning from 
the very fhvSt day ; on the fourteenth day comes the second Sutyd ; so on and on, 
the last (twelfth) Sutyd comes on the twenty -fourth day ; at the first Sutyd, the 
words used for the Inviting of the Subrahmanyd are ‘ Chatvrahe sutydmdgcichchha 
maghavan\— When, midev the General Law, this Mantra comes to be used at the 
Dmdaslidha, which is an eetype related to the said Archetype, should the word 
Mhaturake' be changed into n^haturdashdlie' in the case of the second Sutyd 
coming on the 14th daj^^ — ‘ Pamhadashdhe ’ in the case of the third S^Uyd coming on 
the 15th day, and so on, — the Mantra thus being used twelve times over with each 
Sutyd ? Or should the same form with ‘ Chnturah^ " be retained for all Sutyds, 
and hence the Mantra should be used once only in common ’ for ail the S'iityd,9 ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — At the additional Stityds, mention 
should be made of all the ‘ days ’ why "i— because of the connection at the 
Archetype; at the Archetype, the ‘day’ has been mentioned in the 

Mantra ;■ — all the other Sutyd ‘ days ’ have that Day for their Archet^^pe ; 
and all these should be mentioned. — Objection — ' There is only one Deity in 
the case. Indr a, who has been duly ‘ embellished ’ by the single mention of 
the Sutyd ' Daj" and it remains so embellished throixghout ; hence any 
further mention of the ‘day’ would be superfluous’. — Answer — The 
embellishment brought about by the mention of the ‘ day ’ today can belong 
only to that main sacrifice which is performed today ; hence for the sake of 
seeming the embellisliment on subsequent days, the mention should be 
made again and again. — As in the case of the Avdhana ; in the case of the 
text — ‘ Agneya-m krsyiagrlmmdlahheta, etc. even though thi’oughout the 
Deity is one only, Agni, yet, as the acts (oflerings) are difl'erent, the sub- 
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'siilarieS' are performed separately. It should be the same in the case in 
: .question also.” . 

SUTRA (29). 

.[SiDDHASTTA]— A s A MATTER OE EACT, AS THE MANTRA IS EXEBBSSIVE OF 
InDBA, THE MENTION SHOULD BE ONCE ONLY; BECAUSE 
THE TIME SERVES THE BUREOSE OF INDICATING- , 

AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
DIEEBRENTIATION, 

Ehdsya, 

As a matter of fact, there should not he mention of all ; the MaMra 
should be used in the same unmodified form.— “ Why ? Because the 
mantra is expressive of Indra ; it is Iwdm who is embellished here by the 
mention of the ‘DayV; and once embellished, he remains embellished, and 
■does not need to be embellished again, — “ But here he has been embellished 
in connection with the Ghaturaha only, because the words are ‘ ChaturaM 
sutymndgachchha 7na>ghavan^ — Time is not what is meant to be em]phasised 
here ; all that is meant to be emphasised is * come O Indi’a ’ I If the time 
were meant to be emphasised, then there would be syntactical split— (a) 
■Come O Indra!’ — ^(6) ‘Oome on the ChaUiraha\ The root ' dgachchha ^ 
(come) with the particular ending cannot denote both these syntactical 
relationships. — “ Why should the emphasis be laid on the connection 
of Indra with Coming ^ and not on the connection with the Time ? ” — That 
is so because the syntactical connection between ‘ maghavan {Indra) ’ and 
‘ dgachchha ’ (come) is direct ; while that between ‘ chaturaM ’ and ‘ dgachchha ’ 
is indirect, as the word ‘ sutydm ^ has come between these two latter wmrds 
(in the Mantra^ Ghaturahe sutydmdgachchha maghavan^), — “ The connection 
between ‘ sutydm ’ and ‘ dgachchha ’ is also direct (no word coming between 
these) ; so that this also may be meant to be emphasised — There is no 
incongruity in this, as there the character of ‘ Sutyd ’ is not incompatible.- — 
“ But the term ‘ Ghaturahe ’ points to a particular Sutyd — Not so.— 
‘'Why 2 ^'—Because the time serves the purpose of indicating; the mention 
■of the Ghaturaha as the time is meant only to serve the pm’pose of indicating 
the Sutyd (in general), the meaning being ‘ Come to the Sutyds, Ghaturaha 
and the rest ’. The reason for this lies in the fact that the Deity does not 
actually come, it only becomes the recipient and hence the predominant factor 
in the sacrifice. So that it is the fact of the Sutyd being a subsidiary to the 
^sacrifice that is indicated by the term ^ Chatui'ahe ’ ; and tills subsidiary 
character subsists equally in all the Sutyds ; hence the term ‘ ChaturaM ’ 
becomes an indicator of all, by reason of that particular Sutyd being the first 
(most important) among them ; as we find in such expressions as ‘ Iddntd 
dtithydsantisthate\^Ndnuydjdnyafati\ 

Also because there is no differentiation It has been argued that “ it 
should be as in the case of the Avdhana — Oui^ answer to tliis is as follows : — 
The time has been differentiated in that case, the two ‘ black-necked ’ 


ones 
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iiaviiig„beeii intervened by the 8aumya ’ ; so that a differentiating peculiarity 
is actually perceived—which indicates that the Deity in question is to be 
invited in connection with the * black-necked ’ animal, not in eonnection 
with the latter one.- — In the case in question, however, the time of the several 
Sutyas has not been differentiated, — ^nor have they been intervened by any- 
thing, — -hence there is no differentiating peculiarity perceptible in this case . 
•and it has been already explained that the mention of ^ Ohaturaha * does 
not serve the purpose of specifying any particular Sutyd. 

' From all this it follows that the Mantra should be used in its 
Tmamodified form throughout. 



Adhikarana (8) : At the Vdjapeya, the ' Shtih' and other 
things are common to the seventeen animals dedicated 
to Prajdpati, 

SUTRA (30). 

At the ‘akimal saoeipioes V™e 'Kxjmbhi^ the 'ShOla’ ahd the 

‘VaTASHBAFAE!/ SHOULD BE HELD TO BE IH COMMON, 

AS THEY ABE ALL-PEBVADING, 

Bhd^ya, 

At the V djapeya-smviRmi in eonnection with the animals dedicated to 
Prajapati, the KumbMt the Shula and the Vapdshmpanl should be held to 
be ‘in common* ; they me all-pervading ; — one and the same J£'wm6M is 
used for the cooking of the omentum of all the animals ; — one and the same 
Shula serves for the cutting of the Heart of all the animals ; — and one and 
the same Vapdshrapaffi is used in connection with the omentum, of all the 
animals. — Hence ail these should be held to be ‘ in common 



Adhikarana (9) : Even in the case of animals dedicated to 
diverse Deities^ the Kumhhl and other things are to 
he held in common ^ 

StJTBA (31), 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — '' W hBIJT THE . DEITIES ABE DIFFBBBNT, THEY SHOULD 
BE DIFEEBENT ; AS THEBE WOULD BE tTHOBBTAINTY.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“ At the Ekddashina sacrifices (where eleven animals are sacrificed to 
eleven distinct deities), the KumhM and other tilings should foe diflferent 
because there would he imcertainty ; — ^if the flesh, etc. of all the animals were 
placed in the same Kwnhhl (Pot), then there would always foe uncertainty 
as to which slices are of wliich animals ; similarly with the heart and other 
limbs, and also the omentum.” 

StJTRA (32). 

[SiBDHIHTA] — ^A s’ A MATTEB OE EACT, A DISTMGHISHIHa MABH MAY 
BE MADE, IP NECESSABY. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the articles should not be different . — Why ? — 
Because the offerings are made together. — ^As for the argument that there 
would foe uncertainty ”, — necessary^ some distinguishing mark may foe 
made, which would enable the slices to be distinguished. 



Adhikarana (10) : ' The KumhM {Pot) also should he held 
to he ^ in common \ 

SUTRA (33). 

[Pubvapaksa] — Inasmtjoh: as it would be impossible bob the 

OMEKTUM TO BE OFEEBED, IT SHOULD BE DIEEEREHT ; BECAUSE 
IT IS AH OEFERIHG TO BE MADE AT ITS OWH 

Yajya.’^ 

Bhasya. 

“It is not possible for the Kumhhl (Pot) to be ‘common ’ ; because it 
ivould he impossible for the omentum to be offered; in connection with the 
Archetype it has been declared — ‘ With the half -verse of the Ydjya one offers 
the omentum’ ; at the Archetype, the omentum has been offered at the 
end of the half -verse of its own Ydjya in the case in question also it should 
be offered in the same manner. And yet it is not possible to put a distin- 
guishing mark on the omentum (of the several animals when put into 
the same vessel). [Hence the separate offerings in question would be 
impossible].” 

SUTRA (34). 

[SiDDHINTA]— As A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD BE HELD TO BE ' IH 
COMMOH ’, BECAUSE IT IS A ‘ DISPOSAL ' ; SPECIALLY AS 
THERE IS HO MEHTIOH OF ^ OWH ’. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Kumhhl should he held to be ‘‘ in common ’, became 
it is a disposal; the omentum (Fats) in question are ‘remnants’, and the 
act in question is of the nature of ‘ disposal ’ ; — ^and a disposal cannot serve 
to prompt the securing of the substance in question [there being ‘ disposal ’ 
only when the substance is already there, to be disposed of] ; — how then can 
the disposal prompt the securing of the vessel for holding that substance 2 — 
Further, the omentum (Fats) of the several animals are entirely mixed up, 
and they all become offered at the end of the half- verse of their own ydjya. 

Objection “ It may be possible for the offering to be made at the end 
of the half- verse of other also.” 

Answer— There is no mention of ^ own f ; it has not been declared that 
‘ the offering should be made at the end of the half- verse of one's oimi Ydjya, 
and not at the end of the half -verse of other Jdjyda So that if the offering 
is mad© at the end of the half-verse of other Ydjyds, it would be neither 
harmful nor beneficial. 

From ail this it follows that the Kumhhl also should be held to be ‘ in 
'■cbmmoh’., ' ' 
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,StJTEA'{35). 

'' Then onoe only/’ ip this is xtegbd [then the answer is' as in the 

next 

Bfbdsya, 

Says the Opponent — ‘‘ If it is your view that there is no mention of 
^ own — ^then, in that case, there may be only one offering at the end of the 
first half -verse of the Yajyd ; in this wdij the ‘ association ’ shall be main- 
tained, and yet the offering will have been made at the end 0/ the half -verse 
of the Yafyd.^^ 

Tills objection is answered by the following 

SUTRA (36). 

Not so, because op the difpbeence in time. 

Bhdsya, 

It is not that there may be only one offering at the end of the first half- 
verse of the Yajyd; in fact oblations should be offered at the end of each 
haK- verse. — Why ? Because of the difference in time ; the ‘ ends of 
half- verses of Yafyds"" are diverse ; and the locative ending in the word 
‘ Ydjydrdhdrchdnte ’ denotes occasion, — ^the sense of the container or receptacle 
being impossible ; — and if the occasion repeats itself, that which is con- 
tingent upon that occasion must be repeated ; as we find in the case of the 
injunction ‘ offers libations on breakage — ^From this it follows that an 
oblation should be ofiered at ‘ the end of the hah-verses ’ oiall Ydjyds. 



ABHiKABAisrA (11) : When the aninmh belong to diverse 
species^ the ^KumbM ^ and other pots should ^ 
be different. 

SUTRA (37). 

In the case oe divebse species, thebe should be dieeebbnce, 

BECAUSE THEBE IS DIVEBSITY IN THE COO3BHN0. 

BTidsya. 

When the animals sacrificed at the Bhddashina are of diverse species 
(some goatSf some sheep and so forth), there should he difference in the Kumhhl 
and other things because there is diversity in the cooking ; the cooking of 
the fiesh of sheep and that of goats is " diverse ^~by the time that goat’s 
flesh becomes cooked^ sheep’s flesh becomes melted away (being very much 
softer than the former) ;~-nnder the circnmstances, if both were cooked in 
the same Kumhhl, the slices would become mingled up. Hence we conclude 
that the vessels should be diferent. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also BECAUSE ■ WE find an 'incbease’. 

Bhdsya. 

We find that at the Sautrdmanl sacrifice, there is an increase in the 
number of ‘ Shulaa ’ in connection with the Bull, Goat and Sheep, — as in the 
text — * Shulaishcha mdsarena chdvahhrthamahhyavayanti ’ [where the Shula 
is mentioned by means of the word ‘ Shulaih ’ in the Plural]. — For this reason 
also, these should be different. 



Abhikabana (12) : At the ^ Ashm^watigraMsti^ there shoidd 
he a distinct set of ^ Four Pans ’ in connection 

with each Galce. 

SUTRA (39). 

[PGevapaksa] — '* lisr coio-eotion with cakes ok equal hijmbbb, the 
Pahs also .^hotjld be treated like the " KdmbhI ' 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Ashvapratigrahesti it is laid down that as many 
horses have been accepted so many ‘ cakes baked on four pans ’ should be 
offered — ‘ Yavatd^shvdn pratigrhniydt tdmtashcTmtu§1capdldn vdrundn wr- 
vapU \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question— 
Should all the Oakes be baked upon the same set of ‘ four pans ’ long enough 
(to contain all the Oakes) ? — Or should a different set of ‘ four pans ’ be 
used for each of the Oakes ? 

The PuTvapahsa is as follows : — The Pans should he treated like the 
Kumbhl ; that is, just as in the cas.e of the animals dedicated to Prajapati, 
there is a common Kumbhl {Adhiharana 10), so also in the case of the Oakes 
of the same number (as the Horses) the Pans should be common ; — and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that the required association is maintained, 
and all the Oakes become equally embellished ‘ on four pans 


SUTRA (40). 

[Sibdhahta]— They shoitld be distikot with each main factob, 
as at the Aeohbtybe. 

Ehdsya. 

There should be a distinct set of ‘ four pans ’ for each Oake ; only thus 
would it be don© as at the Archetype ; at the Archetype, i.e. at the Darsha* 
Purruimdsa sacrifiLces, there are distinct pans with each Oake ; so in the present 
case also they should be made distinct, with a view to following the General 
Law. — ^Further, if the Pans were ‘ common % then not a single one of the 
Oakes would be ‘ embellished on four pans ’ ; all of them would be baked 
on parts of the Pans ; aiid this would militate against the us© of the term 
‘ Pan — ^Henc© w© conclude that the Pans must be different. 
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SUTRA (41). 

OlSTLY THUS WOULD THEBE BE ' PeATHANA ' (LAYITO) OF ALL. 

Ehdsya, 

There is the declaration — ‘ One lays (spreads out) the Oake to the same 
size as the Pan ’ ; tiiis would be impossible if the Pans were common. For 
tills reason also they should be different. 



Adhikarana (13)': In the case of the ^ Thumping of the . 
Corn \ the Mantra shall not he repeated with 'each 

stroke. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa we read — ‘ They thump the 
Vrlhi corns ’ ; — the Mantra to be used at tMs Thumping is — Ammhso 
divah sapatnam vadhydsam \ 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
Mantra be repeated with each stroke (of the Thumping) ? Or only once, at 
the beginning ? 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows : — The Mantra should be repeated with 
each stroke. — ^Why ? — Because one stroke is a different act from the other 
stroke; as the effort ends with each stroke ; — ^when they are distinct acts, a 
differentiating condition is duly perceived, in tlie form of the idea that the 
Mantra belongs to that act along with which it is used ; — and when this 
differentiating condition has been perceived, there must be difference. 
Hence it follows that the Mantra should be used with each stroke.*’ 

In answer to tliis, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTEA (42). 

[Sibdhanta] — has bebh explained that in the case of a single 

SUBSTANCE, THE EMBELLISHMENTS FORM A SINGLE ACT. 

Bhdsya. 

In cases where there is a single substance, — such as Vrlhi^ — the 
embellishments have been explained to form a single act, — that is, from the 
first stroke down to the preparation of the Eice, it forms a single act ; as 
explained mider 8utra 5. 2. 5.- — Objection — “ It has been pointed out that each 
stroke forms a distinct act.” — Answer — In the case in question, there is repeti- 
tion of the same one act, — the Eesult being accomplished by such repetition 
only, as in the ease of the Soma-sacrifice. But at the /Soma-sacrifice, — as the 
purpose served by the Mantra is diverse, when the act is repeated, the Mantra 
is used more than once ;• — wherever the purpose served by the Mantra is 
diverse, there is repetition of it,— as for instance, of the Lohamprnd at the 
Agni''SacriJice ;—w'heTQ, however, the purpose served by the Manifm is one 
only, any repetition of that ikfanim would be useless ; — in the ease in question 
the purpose served by the Mantra is one only. — ‘‘ How do you know this ? ” 
The Mantra is of the nature of an ‘ instrument ’ ; — the instrument has been 
understood to serve the purpose of bringing about the tiling required ; — in 
the case in question, the thing to be brought about is the whole lot of 
strokes collectimly ; m it is collectively alone, — not severally, — that the; 
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aecomplisli the purpose (of the preparation of rice) “What is desired to be 
aeeomplished is '. the sifting of the rice out of the ' Vrihi- corn ' put into the 
mortar ; and it is this that is to be brought about. Thus it is the action 
of the whole lot of strokes that is aided by the Mantra ; and hence a repetition 
of it would be useless ; consequently the Mantra should be used only once. 



Adhikarana (14): Af the ‘NdndUja-Isti’, the Mantra 
should he repeated with each stroke. 

SUTEA (43) 

When thebe is a dieebrbnt substance, there should be repetition : 

AS IT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN FOR THAT PURPOSE ; BECAUSE IT 
HAS ALREADY SERVED ITS PURPOSE ; AND BECAUSE THE 
SAME ACT IS REPEATED [the Mantra SHOULD 
BE repeated], AS IT IS AN ACCESSORY 
OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuya, there is the Ndndhlja-Isti ’ (a sacrifice 
at which several idnds of grain are offered), laid down in the text — ‘ Agnaye 
grhapataye ..... charum ’ [where the grains laid down are the Ashu and the 
Shydmdka] ; the act of ‘ Thumping ’ along with the Mantra comes into the 
‘I^ti by the General Law. 

In regard to this also [the question being the same as in the preceding 
Adhikaranalf the Purmpahsa is that — “ in accordance with the principle of 
the preceding AdMharana^ the Mantra should be used only once, as for all 
the grains all that is wanted is the removal of the chaff, and this is accom- 
plished by the single recital of the MantraP 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — When there is a 
different substance, — -a different kind of grain, — there should he repetition of 
the Mantra I — whj 1— because it has already served its purpose; Le. the 
thumping done to the former grain has already served its purpose ; because 
it is of the nature of a Direct Helper, and hence it embellishes that grain 
alone with which it comes into direct contact ; and if it has embellished the 
former grain, — ^then, for the embellishment of the latter grain, it should be 
repeated ; and when the act of ‘ Thumping ’ is repeated, there should be 
repetition of the Mantra ; because an dccessory to that ; — ^in connec- 

tion with the other kind of grain also, the Mantra is an accessory of the 
act of Thumping as it has been laid down for that purpose ; i.e. it has been 
enjoined by the General Law bearing upon every one of the acts as to be 
repeated with each. Hence there should be a repetition of the Mantra with 
each kind of grain. 



Adhikaeaija (15): At the Darsha-Pur'mmdsa and other 
sacrifices, the Mantra is to he repeated with each act of 
‘ Putting in ’ and the lihe. 

StJTRA (44). 

[Pckvapaksa]— “ In the case oe the acts oe ‘ Putting tn ‘ Lopping/ 

‘SpBBADING’ AND ‘ TAKING UP OE GlAEIEIED BUTTEE — IT 
SHOULD BE AS IN THE CASE OE A SINGLE SUBSTANCE; 

AS THE PUEPOSE SEEVED IS ONE ONLY.” 

Bhdsya. 

(A) At the Darsha-Purnmnasa, there is the act of ‘ Putting in of four 
handfuls’, — for which the Mantra la>id down is ' Devasya tm otcJ ; — (B) 
similarly at the same sacrifice there is ‘‘Lopping of grass ’ for which the 
Mantra is ‘ Varhirdevasadanddmi \; — (6) similarly there is the act of ‘ spread- 
ing for wiiich the Mantra is ‘ tJrnamradasantvd strndmi * ; — (D) lastly, 
there is the act of ‘ Taking up of Clarified Butter for wliich the Mantra is 
^ Dhdmandmdsi \ 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — Is the Mantra to b© used 
only once ? Or is it to be repeated with (a) each handful^ {h) each lopping^ 
(c) each substance {spread out), and (d) each talcing up ? 

The Purmpaksa is as follows — “ In the case of the acts of ‘ Putting in % 
^ Lopping \ ^ Spreading^ and ^Taking up of Clarified Butter \ it should he 
as in the case of a single substance, as the purpose served is one only ; — i.e. in 
the case of the acts enumerated, the Mantra should be used as in the case of 
a single substance, i.e. it should be used only once; — ‘Why so ? ’ — because 
the purpose served is one only ; — (A) in the case of the ‘ Putting in of 
Handfuls the only purpose served is the preparation of the offering - 
substance ;~(B) in the case of ‘ lopping the only pui'pose served is the 
obtaining of grass sufficient to spread on the Platform ; — (0) in the case of 
‘ Spreading the only purpose served is the covering up of the Platform ; — 
(D) in the case of the ‘ taking up of Clarified Butter the only pimpose served 
is the securing of as much Clarified Butter as would be used at the sacrifice ; — 
and the Mantra is to be used for as much of these acts as suffices to serve the 
said purpose,— as already explained above [and as the whole series of each 
of these acts serves to accomplish the particular comse, the Afawim should 
be used only once in connection with the whole series of the acts in 
question].” 


ADHYlYA XI, PlBA lY, ABHIKABAHA (15). 


2243 


: SUTEA'(45). 

[SiDBHAXTA]— A s A MATTEB OE PACT, IT SHO'DBB BE AS m THE CASE ' OP 
BIVBESE SHBSTA35TCBS ; BEOAITSE IT EMBELLISHES 
BACH OHB OP THEM. 

BJidsya, 

As a matter of fact, it should he as in the case of diverse .substances,— not as 
in the case of a single substance ; i.e. there should be separate repetitions of 
the Mantra,- — Why ? Beca^^5e it embellishes each one of ' them; when a 
quantity of grain has been ‘put in’ as on© ‘handful’, that quantity has 
become embellished by that act ; because the act of ‘ Putting in ’ is of the 
nature of a Direct Helper similarly the second ‘ putting in of a handful ’ 
also embellishes another quantity of the grain ;■ — ^if then the Wlantra were 
not used at this second ‘ Piitting in % these grains would be deprived of the 
embellishment due to the use of the Mantra ,- — Similarly in the ease of the 
other acts (of Lopping and the rest). — ^From this it follows that in the case of 
every one of these acts, the Mantra should be repeated. 



Adhikaeaka ( 16 ) : In the ' Washing of the Platform ’V the 
Mantra is not to he repeated with each washing. 

SUTRA (46). 

IPiJRVAPAESA] — '‘I k the CASE OE THE ' WASHIKG OE THE PLATPOBH,® 
THE MaKTEA SHOHIiB BE EEPEATED ; BECAUSE THE ACT IS ; 

DOKE OVEE AGAIK.’’ . 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ Washiug of the Platform ’ has been laid down in the text—' He 
washes it thrice’; in connection with which the Mantra to be used is 
^ Vedirasi varhise tm, 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — Should the 
Mantra be repeated with each repetition of the act ? — Or only once ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows : — " In connection with the washing of the 
Platform, the Mantra should he repeated ; — why ? — because the act is done over 
again; in the case in question there is this distinguishing feature that the 
Mantra subserves the purpose of that act alone where it is used ; — Whence it 
follows that there should be repetition of the ManiraP 

SUTRA (47). 

[SiDDHIKTA] — ^A s A IHATTEE FACT, IT SHOULD BE USED OKCE OKLY, 
BECAUSE THE SUBSTAKOB IS OKE AKD THE ACCESSOBY 
HAS PEEK LAID DGWK POE OKE OKLY. 

Bhd§ya, 

The Mantra should he used once only ; — ^why ? — because the substance is 
one only; the substance concerned is one, in the shape of the Platform; 
this is embellished by the single recitation of the Mantra ; there is nothing 
else to be done by the Mantra (for which it should be recited again). 

Objection — “ It is through the act that the Mantra embellivslies the 
Platform ; and the act is different (in the three cases).” 

Answer — ^The act is not diHerent ; it is the same act repeated, repetition 
being its qualification. The affix ^ Krtvasuch^ is used in the sense of the 
repetition of the same act, not in the sense of different acts. The act (of 
washing) has to be equipped with the Mantra and the Repetition ; — it has 
become equipped with the Mantra by the single recital of tliis latter ; it is 
only for securing its repetition that it is done again. 

The conclusion therefore is that the Mantra is to be tised only once. 


Adhikara]^a (17) : The ‘ KanduyaTia-Mantra’ should he 

used only once. 

SUTRA (48) 

[PCrvapaksa] — “In the case oe ‘ soeatching,’ the act should be 

EEGABDED AS DISTINCT WITH EACH LIMB (SOBATCHED), AS THE 
ACT IS DIEEEBENT.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection witli the Jyoti§toma, there is * scratching ’ of the itching 
parts of the body, — for which the Mantra is ‘ Krsisu symna hrsa, - 
When there is itcliing in several parts of the body at the same time, then 
there arises the question — should the Mantra be repeated with the 
scratclhng of each itching limb ?— Or should it be recited once only ? 

The Furvapaksa is as follows : — “The Mantra should be repeated with 
each limb;— -why ^—because the act is different; the ‘scratching* done to 
each limb is a distinct act ; as the activity of the man is complete with 
each, the peculiar feature that leads to the conclusion that the Mantra should 
be repeated.** 

SUTRA (49). 

[SlDDHlNTA]— As A MATTEE OE FACT, IT SHOULD BE EEGABDED AS ONE 
ACT,— THE INJUNCTION BEBTAININa TO THE TIME ONLY. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, it cannot be as suggested above ; because it is not 
the ‘ scratching ’ that is enjoined in this case, the ® scratcliing * is done only 
on accoimt of the need arising for it : — “ What if it is so ? *’ — ^If the 
‘ scratching ’ were enjoined, t it would have to be regarded as serving an 
unseen (transcendental) purpose ;— as the injunction is useful only when 
what is enjoined is not already known [and it is only the transcendental 
result that would not be known in this case] and as with each act (of 
‘ scratching ’) the said result would vary, it would have to be assumed that 
there are several acts ; and in that case a distinguishing feature would be 
perceived [which would Justify the repetition of the Mantra with each act]. — 
When, however, as a matter of fact, the ‘ scratching * is only indicated by the 
actual need for it that arises there (in the shape of the itching in the body), 
then in that case the act that one wishes to do would be that (vseries of acts) 
by which the itching would be allayed and there would be nothing 
to distinguish one part of this entire process from the other [and hence 
there would be nothing to justify the repetition of the Mantra \ — “ When 
one itching limb has been scratchedf i% has become embellished by that 
scratching ^ — ^and after that another itching Mmb would be scratched [and 
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tiiis would b© a distinct act of ^nswer—Tli© activity in tliis 

case is not for scratching the hody, but for allaying the itching ; and tMs itching 
(which is a sensation) is in the conscious soul, not in the body ; hence there is 
notliing to distinguish one (itching or scratching) from the other. Con™ 
sequently the conclusion is that the Mantra should be recited only once. 


Abhikabana (18) : At the Jyotispma, in connection with 
^ sleep ^ and the like, the Mantra is not to he 
repeated. 

SUTRA (50). 

In connection with {a) sleep, (6) eiveb,-crossin6, (c) rain-wetting, 

AND {d) LOOKING AT AN TTNCLBAN THING, — ^THB SAME 
CONCLUSION HOLDS GOOD. 

Bhdsya. 

With reference to the Jyotistoma — (a) the Mantra, ' Tvavnagne vratapa 
asi, etc.^ has been laid down in connection with ‘ sleeping ’ ; — (b) the Mantra, 
‘ Devlrdpah, etcJ in connection with t river -crossing ’ ;~—(c) the Mantra, 
^ XJdantarlrojo dhatte, etc,^ in connection with ‘ rain -wetting ’ the 

Mantra, ^ Adahdham chahsuh, etc,’ in connection with ‘ looking at an unclean 
thing k 

The question that arises is — ^when one — (a) sleeps again after having 
risen from sleep, — or (6) crosses several streams of a river, one after the 
other, — or (c) is wetted by rain over and over again, — or (d) looks at several 
unclean things at one and the same time, — should there be a repetition of 
the Mantra concerned ? Or should it be recited only once ? 

The Purvapahsa view is that — inasmuch as each of the repeated 
acts is a distinct act, there should be repetition of the Mantra 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — ^In the case of sleeping and the rest also, 
it should be the same as in the case of scratching ; — i.e. the Mantra should be 
recited only once. When the man recites the Mantra in connection with sleep, 
it refers to sleeping tliroughout the night, not to only one instalment of 
sleep. Similarly, it is with reference to the crossing of all the streams, to all 
rain-wettings and to all unclean things. And as in each case the reference is 
made to the entire series at one and the same time, there is nothing to 
indicate with which particular action the Mantra is connected.^ — ^Hence 
there should be no repetition of the 



Adhikabana (19) : At the retirement of the Initiated sacrificer 
the Mantra is not to he repeated. 

SUTRA (51). 

In the case of Bbtibement, tddl the ftjbfose has been 

ACCOMPLISHED. 

BMsya. 

When the Initiated Person is retiring to rest, in connection with 
starting, there is the Mantra, ‘ BJiadrMahMshreyah prehi, etc,\ 

In regard to this, w© proceed to consider the question — Should the 
Sacrificer repeat the each time that he retires to rest ? or only once, 

at the beginning T ^ ^ ^ ^ 

The Purvapaksa is that — “ inasmuch as each retirement is perceived to be 
a distinct act, the Mantra should be repeated with each Betirement.’* 

In answer to this, w© have the following Siddhdnta : — In the case of Eetire- 
ment, till the purpose has been accomplished ; it is" for some purpose that the 
man retires, — and till that purpose has been fulfilled, it is all a single act of 
* Retirement ’ ; hence the Mantra should be recited only once. 


Adhikarana (20) : There should he re/peMion of the 
‘ Uparava-mantra 

SUTRA (52). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA]— The ‘ UpABAVA-MANTRA ’ SHOULD BE HELD TO BE 
/ OOMMOH BECAUSE OF THE PLURAL NUMBER, — -AS IN 
COMMON PARLANCE.’’ 

Bhdsya. v 

In connection with the JijQtistoma, there is the following Uparava- 
Mantra — ^ RaJcsohano valgahano vaisnavdn hhandmi^ [laid down for the 
digging of the four pits called ^ uparava 

In regard to this there arises the question—Should this Ifan-ifra b© 
recited only once in common for all the Pits ? or should it be repeated with 
each Pit separately ? 

The Furvapaksa is as follows : — “ The Uparava-mantra should, he held to- 
be in ‘ common \—Le, it should be recited only once; — ^why ? — because of the 
plural number ; w© find the word ‘ vaisnavdn ’ in the plimal number ; if the 
Mantra were meant to be repeated with each Pit, then the word with the 
plural ending would not be applicable to the single Pit ; — as in common 
parlance^ the plural number is not used with reference to any single thing.— 
Further, as a matter of fact, the Mantra, on being recited once, is capable of 
applying to all the Pits ; and when it can do tiiis, its repetition would be 
useless. — Hence it should be recited only once.’’ 


SUTRA (53). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so ; because it helps directly. It is only 

AMONG SUCH ACTS AS ARB NOT DIRECTLY HELPFUL THAT THERE 
BEING NO DISTINCTION PERCEPTIBLE, THE 
RECITAL IS DONE ONCE ONLY, 

AS THE TIME IS ONE. 

Bhdsya. 

Not so ; i.e. the Mantra should not be held to be * in common — Why ? 
— Because it helps directly ; the act of digging {oi the Pit) is directly helpful ; 
and it is recognized as to be related to that particular Pit which it has helped. 
— The Mantra also is directly helpful ; because the end of the Mantra coincides 
with the beginning of the act (of Digging) hence when the Mantra has been 
used in helping the digging of one Pit, the embellishment brought about by 
that Mantra belongs to that Fit alone, not to all the Pits. Hence in the 
53 
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case in question, the Mantra is to be recited, not once only [but once with 
each of the four Pits]. 

It is only among such acts as are not directly helpf ul that, there being no 
distinction perceptible, the recital is done once ;'-—'i.e. those Mantras that 
are related to acts that are not directly helpful, — e.g. the Mantra ' Devd 
hrohmdnahy etcl used in connection with the Inviting of the Suhrahmanyd , — 
as the Upavasathya day is the one time for them, and no other distinction 
is perceptible,— they are recited once only. 

As for the argument that “ the word with the plural ending cannot 
signify doaj single thing”, what is really meant to be signified by the word 
is what is denoted by the basic noun; as for the ending, that denotes the 
objective character (of the Pit) ; and there is nothing that is denoted separately 
by the plural number itself ; in fact, it does not deserve to be denoted 
separately, as there is no term that can denote it.— Or the plural number 
may apply to a single thing, the plural number being explained as signifying 
reverence. Thus there is no incongruity in the Siddhdnta view. 

SUTRA (54). 

In the case of the ' HA-\n:sKBT/ the ' Adheioij/ the ‘ PubonitvIkyI/ 

AND THE ' MaNOTI,’— THEBE SHOULD BE BEFBTITIOK, BECAUSE 
OF THE DIFFEBBNCB IN TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

This 8utfa sets forth the counter -instances to what has been said in tli© 
last three Sutras ; — ^being an answer to the question — ^Why has the Sutra (53) 
added the phrase ‘ Kdlaikatvdt \ ‘as the time is one ’ ? — The answer is 
provided in this Sutra which cites certain cases where the time not being one 
there is repetition. 


Or tliis Sutra (54) may be taken as setting forth a distinct Adhikarana 
as the following : — 

ADHiKARAisrA (21) : There should be repetitiofi of the 
Ilantras connected xoith the ‘ Haviskrt \ etc. 

SUTBA (54). 

Bhdsya. 

(a) In connection with the Jyotistoma, there are Saramya-ml'e-i offered 
at each ‘Extraction’; at these there is invitation of the Ha\-iskrt (the 
sacrificer’s wife, who prepares the offering) [for which the Man/m i.s 
‘a'ffl-yjs&rffeAj, efc.’];— (6) in connection with the Vajapeya, tiiere are the 

"Sacrificial animals’, and also the ‘animals dedicated to Pmjapall'. in 
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.reference ; to wMeli tiiere is , the ■ direction addressed to the Adhrigu -priest 
.[tliis direction being in the form of ■ the Mantra- — ^ Daivydk shamitdrah, etc.^] ; 
(c) there is the Puronuvdicyd-Mantra Agne naya supaMid^ ete.’] related to the 
‘ two black-necked goats ’ ; — and {d) there is the Manotd-hymn [‘ Tvam hyagne 
prathamo mayiotd, etc.’]. 

Ill regard to these, we proceed to consider the following qnestion, — In 
these cases, is the Mantra to be recited only once ? Or is it to be repeated ? 

The Purvapakm is that — “ in order to preserve the joint character of 
the actions, the Mantra should be recited only once.” 

In answer to this, there is the following Siddhdnta ; — There should he 
repetition ; — ^why ? — because of the difference in time ; — ^when the ‘ Inviting 
of the Haviskrt ’ , or the ‘ Directing of the Adhrigu \ is done at the Morning- 
Extraction, a distinctive feature is perceived whereby it is recognized that 
the Haviskrt referred to is one who makes the Cakes for the Morning Extrac- 
tion and the Adhrigu is one connected with the sacrificial animals. — Similarly, 
inasmuch as the two ‘Hack-necked goats’ are separated by the ^ Saumy a 
animal’, it is understood that the Puronuvdkyd and the Manotd appertain 
to the former of the two goats. — ^In all these cases the time is different, and 
by reason of this difference in time, a distinction is perceived ; hence there 
should be repetition. 


SUTRA (55). 

Also because thebe is beveesal oe the Adhrigu. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Adhrigu, there is this further peculiarity, that 
there would be ‘ reversal That is, if the mantra were used ‘ in common 
— then, if those details relating to the Adhrigu which come before the details 
of ‘ the animals dedicated to Prajapati — e.g. the mantra ‘ Ashrutapratyd- 
shrute ajaidagnih, etc. — ^were performed at the Morning Extraction , — ^then 
the section ending with the Paryagnikarana would not be abandoned -if, 
in order to avoid this incongruity, the said details were performed at the 
Brahmasdman, then there would be ‘ reversal by performing, after the 
Adhrigu, of what should have been done before, — For this reason also there 
should be repetition. 

■'■'■Further — 

StJTRA (56). 

Because oe, the declaration of what is going to be 

DONE, 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following declaration of the Adhrigu — ‘ Arabhadhvam- 
upanayata ■which speaks of what is going to be done at the . time ; if this 
were said at the Morning, Extraction, then as that would net be the proper 
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— if the declaration is meant to be a direction^ — then too, the Direction is for 
the purpose of bringing about activity ; yet, in connection with the * animals 
dedicated to Prajapati % the sentence is not used for prompting activity, — 
because there is an intervention of a large lot of actions ; so that the notion 
of ‘ Directing ’ is lost sight of ; and thereby also the sentence becomes inex- 
pressive. For this reason also the Siddhdnta is that there should be repetition 
oi th.Q Adhrigu-mantra, 


End of Pada ip of Adhydya XI. 


End of Adhydya XL 



adhyaya xil 

PADA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : The ‘ Praydja ’ and other rites comiected 
with the Agnisomiya animal help the Cake. 

Bhdsya. 

‘ Tantra ’ (Ooinnaon, Centralization) and ‘ Avdpa ’ (Uncommon, Decen- 
tralization) have been dealt with under Discourse XI. Xow under Discourse 
XII is going to be explained ^ Prasanga\ * Extended xlppiication The 
exact signification of the term ‘ Prasanga ’ has been aheady explained above 
(under Sutra 11. 1. I) in the words — ‘ [That which is common is Tantra ; it 
is not prompted by the needs of other things]; so also is Prasanga which 
has its own injimction present’.^ — In short, when something done in one 
place is helpful in another place also, it is a ease of ^Prasanga ’ (Extended 
Application) ; for instance, when the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also. — ^It is this that we are going to consider 

now. 

In connection with the Agniso7mya-anwml-saoriftce, there is an offering 
of Pashu-puroddaha (Meat-cake), laid down in the text — ‘ Having offered 
the omentum of the animal sacrificed to Agjii-Soma, on© should offer the 
Meat-cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma \ — The question in 
regard to this is — -Should the subsidiaries {Praydja, etc.) be performed in 
connection with this Meat-cake-ofering separately ? — or is it to be taken 
as helped by those same subsidiaries as they have been performed in con- 
nection with the main Animal-sacrifice ? 

The Purvapaksa is stated in the Sutra itself : — 

SUTRA (1). 

[PijBVAPAKSA — continued] — '' When thebe is a oongbegation of such 
Main Sacbxfices as have common accessoby details, — thebe 
IS a common PBOCEDIJBE among those that ABE SIMILABLY 
ENJOINED ; AMONG THOSE NOT SO SIMILAB, THEBE 
SHOULD BE DIVEBSITY ; BECAUSE IT IS FOB THE 
PUBBOSE OF UNDEBTAKING THE PEBFOB- 
MANCB; AND THAT IT IS FOB 
THAT PURPOSE IS DUE TO THE 
DIRECT DECLABATION 
OF Time.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

“The term Hantra'^ stands for that set of accessory details which is 
‘common’ — such as the ^ Ajyahhdga^ BXid. the rest for the first half, and 
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‘ Svistahrt \ and the rest for ^the second half those Main sacrifices that 
have such a coimnon set of accessory details are called ^tantrin^ ;^ — when 
there is a congregation of such Main Sacrifices,— i.e* when they are such as 
are to be performed at the same time and place and by the same performers,— 
then, among those that are similarly enjoined, — Le, among those that are 
enjoined by the same sentence,— is a common procedure ; as w’e find in 
the case of the Darsha-Purnamdsa and the Chitrd-Ispi. — Among those not so 
similar there should he diversity ; i.e. among those that are not similarly 
enjoined, — ^i.e. are enjoined by distinct sentences,— there should be diversity 
of procednre ; as we find in the case in question itself, — of such injiinctions 
as, ‘ One should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Agnt-Soma ‘ One offers the 
Meat-cake baked npon eleven pans, dedicated to Agni-Soma^.— ^hy 
should it be so ? ^—Because it is for the purpose of undertaking the 
performance ; * vidhi ’ is procedure, the performance of the subsidiaries 
the ^ prahrama^ of it is proceeding with it ; it is for the sake of undertaking 
the said performance ; Le. it is recognized that the undertaking of the perform- 
ance is for that purpose ; i.e. it is understood that the undertaking of the 
performance is for the purpose of the Animal -offering, not for that of the 
Galce. — ‘ But how is it recognized that the undertaking of the performance is 
for the purpose of the Animal-offering ? ’ — Thai it is for that purpose is due to 
the direct declaration of time ; it is by Direct Declaration that the time is 
indicated, — the time for the Animal-offering being indicated as after the 
bringing up of the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma ; it is in reference to that 
time that it has been enjcn.ed ; the time for the Cake-offering being after 
the offering of the omentum. So that ‘ the undertaking of the performance ’ 
that is done on the occasion of the Animal-sacrifice is recognised to be for the 
purpose of the Animal-offering only. As for the Cake, it is not even known 
as yet (as to be offered) ; hence its procedure should be entirely distinct.— 
There is an indicative text also which points to the fact that the procedure 
in question is for the purpose of the Animal-ofiering — ‘ Yadekddasha praydjdn 
yajati pashumeva tat prayajati * and ‘ Yadekddashdnuydjdn yajati pashumeva 
tadanuyajati ’ ; — the presence of the particle ‘ eva ’ indicates emphasis, — the 
sense being that it is the Animal-offering only, the Cake-offeringP 

SUTRA (2). 

[PuEVAPAKSA — concluded} — '' The peocebijee should be bieeeees^t, 

ALSO BECAUSE OF THE MODIEICATIOH OF THE AcCESSOEY AND 

THE Time.” 

Bhdsya. 

Further, the Praydfas Bud Anuydfas connected with the Animal-sacrifice 
are all such as undergo modifications regarding Accessories and Time ; for 
nstance, (A) at the Animal-offering, both the Praydjas and the Amiyajas 
are eleven in number, — ^while at the Cake-offering there is need for only five 
Praydgas and bhrQQ Anuydjas i' — Yhe Anuydfas at the Animal-offering are 
performed with the Curd-Butter -M-ixture, while the 17 needs onlv 
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■Olaiifiefl; Blitter, ;~(B) similarly tlie.re is modifieation. regarding yime^aiso : 
The, coimected with the Cake-offering are performed , when 'the 

offering-substance is close at hand, while those connected with the Animal- 
offering are performed while the animal is actually stan,ding th€3re,- — as laid 
down in the text, ‘ They offer the' Praydjas over the standing a,nimal i — Tims, 
if both these (Prayajas and Anuyajas) were not done separately for th^ 
Cake-offering y they wmuld not be done properly. For this reason also-, there 
should be separate performance.” 


SUTRA (3). 

[Sibdha2^ta] — In fact, it should be accomplished theough the 
Peocebueb of the Main offeeing itself ; because it has 

BEEN ENJOINED IN THE MIDDLE OF THE PROCESS *, SPECI- 
ALLY AS THE PURPOSE OF THE PROCEDURE IS 
NOT DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya, 

In fact, the procedure of the Cake-offering should not be performed 
separately ; U sho uld he accomplished through the Procedure of the Mann offering 
itself, — i.e. the Procediue of the Animal-offering itself would help the Cake- 
offering, — “‘‘Why so ‘I ^'’—Because it has been enjoined in the middle of the 
Process ; as a matter of fact, the Cake-offering has been laid down in the 
middle of the process of the Animal-offering, in the text. — ^ Agnlsomlyasya 
vapayd pracharya agmsomlyam pashupuro(fd8hamekddaehakapdlam nirvapati 
— “ What if it is so ? ” — ^It means that the purpose of the Procedure is not 
distinct ; — the term ‘ tantrdrtha ’ stands for the purpose of the Procedure, i.e. 
the help rendered by the subsidiaries, — and tliis remains non -distinct, i.e. the 
same, in the case of the Animal-offering and the Cake-offering ; because the 
condition of ‘ proximity ’ is the same in both cases ; the subsidiaries per- 
formed in connection with the Animal-offering are in x 3 roximity to the Cake- 
offeiing also ; and by virtu© of this proxunity, they also help the Cake- 
offering, — ^lik© the Lamp ; i.e. just as the Lamp lighted in the house illumines 
the public road also. 

Objection — “The example cited is not appropriate; the help rendered 
by the Lamp is visible and is hence recognized by Direct Perception ; the 
help rendered by the subsidiaries, on the other hand, is imperceptible; how- 
can it be recognized ? ” 

Ansiver — This latter also is -^dsibie (cognisable) through the scriptures, 
and can be I’ecognized on the authority of the scriptures ; the scriptural 
text bearing on the case being— ‘ They (the subsidiaries) should be per- 
formed as in the case of the Darsha-Puniamdsa sacrifices h If, then, they 
are done ‘as in the case of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices why should 
they not help ? In the case of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, they have rendered 
the help when performed at the same time and place and by the same 
performers as the Main sacrifice ; so in the case in question also, they are 
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performed in the same manner ; and hence it follows that they render the 
same help here also. 

Says the Opponent— The subsidiaries in the case in question are not 
cjuite like those in the case of the Darsha-Purnafnasa ; have been 

performed at the Darsha-PufT^amasa in connection with the Main sacrifices ; 
here also they should be performed like that ; they are however done, 
not in connection with the Gahe, but in connection with the Animal ; hence 
they cannot be regarded as done, in regard to the Oake, ‘ in the naamier 
of the Archetype 

The answer to this is as follows: — In regard to the Archetype, the 
teaching is not verbal, — there being no such declaration as that ‘ the sub- 
sidiaries should be performed in reference to the Main Sacrifices ’ ; in fact, it 
is so done simply because of the exigencies of the situation ; simply because it 
is desired to perform them in that manner what is done at the Archetype 
under the stress of exigencies cannot be made admissible elsewhere (at the 
ectypos) by virtue of the General Law ; because it is only the procedure of 
the action that is needed at these latter ; hence only that much is brought 
in under the General Law wliich has been actually enjoined by a text ; not 
anything beyond that. Thus it is that, even though not performed in 
reference to the jMain Sacrifices, the subsidiaries may be regarded as per- 
formed ‘in the manner of the Archetype*. — ^From all this we conclude that 
help is actually rendered by Frasanga {Extended Application). 

Opponent — “ Such being the ease, this ‘ Prasanga ’ is in no way different 
from ‘ Tontm 

Kot so; what is ‘ coiiimon ’ in the case of ' T antra is the subsidiary 
itself, wliile in the case of ‘ Prasanga it is the help rendered by the subsidiary 
that is ‘ common * ; as a matter of fact, this help too is not exactly common; 
what happens is that the help rendered to one benefits the other also. 


SUTRA (4). 

EvEK OY ACCOPYT of " MOBIFICATIOK THEBE WOHLE BE NO DIPFERENCE ; 

AS THE TORPOSB SERVED IS NOT MODIFIED. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued above that “ the procedure should be different, also 
because of the modification of the Accessory and the Time (Su. 2). Oiu* 
answer to this is as follows i—jE'rew- on account of a ‘ modification ' tlierc would, 
be no difference, as the purpose served is not modified ; the ‘ purpose served ’ 
is the help rendered by the subsidiaries ; — this is not modified, ; it remains the 
same as at the Darsha-Purnamdsa. — “ How do you know that ? — Answer — 
The Praydjas and Anuydjaa that are performed are related to tlie Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ; — the names ‘ Praydja ’ and ‘ Anuydja ’ are well Icnown ; all 
these come into the sacrifice in question by virtue of the General Law and 
are in close proximity ; — -it is also only reasonable that words should refer 
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toothings IB, .the; same .context nor is it riglit to take a word: as liavlng more: 
than one, meamng ;~lieiice it follows that the Prmjujas and Anuydjas.me 
those related to the Bafsha-Purnanidsa, and that the help rendered :by them 
is also related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa ; in connection with the Barsha- 
\Purnmndsci, this help is well known; if the Pmydjae and Anuydjas rendered 
help other than that related to the context (benefiting the Barsha-PtmiamdBa), 
then, by reason of their doing what is not related totlie context, they would 
•not become admissible under the General Law ; they would, in fact, be some- 
thing entirely new, — ^just like the ‘ anointing with Guggulu ’ at the Sattra, 
— If' then, they did not come in under the General Law, then one and the 
same text would have two functions,^ — of laying down the Praydjas, as well 
as tills modification of the Praydjas ; — and yet a single text, appearing only 
once, cannot enjoin two tilings. If, under the circumstances, these Praydjas 
were something entirely new (unknown), — ^then the details related to the 
iirchetype would also come in by virtue of the General Law ; and in that 
case it would not be possible for the number of oblations at the Vaishradeva 
to become ‘ Thirty as described in the text-—'JVme Praydjas^ — nine 
Amiydjas, — Pwo Ajyahhdbgas, — ^eight offerings one takes out for Agni, and then 
offers to the Vdjins, — in order to make up the number Thirty \ 

From all this it follows that, even though there is modification of the 
Accessories, the help rendered to the Archetype remains unmodified ; and 
this help, as rendered there, benefits the Cake-offering also ; so that even 
on account of the modification of the Accessory and the Time, there is to be 
no difference in the Procedure, Thus it is that tins help is sought after by 
both, the Animal-offering as well as the Cake-offering ; — at both of these the 
subsidiaries are performed ‘ in the manner of the Archetype ’ ; — hence, 
by being performed once, the}?- help both. 

“ For what purpose then is the modification ? 

It is for the purposes of the Animal-offering ; the said modification is 
found mentioned among the Praydjas and Anuydjas related to the Animai- 
offeriiig ; — and the subsidiaries are not coniiiion to the Animal -offering and 
the Oake-offering ; the fact of the matter is that these sul>sidiaries- belong 
to the Animal-offering only, — and yet even so, they benefit the Cake-offering 
also, on account of proximity ; as already explained eibove. 

Then again, even when the Anuydjas are performed with the Curd- 
Butter -Mixture, they may be regarded as performed with ‘ Clarified Butter 
because the ^ mixed character ■ does not destroy the nature of the ‘ Butter ■ ; 
for instance, when a man is told to feed on milk, if the milk given to him is 
mixed with sugar, that does not involve an infringement of the former 
statement ; as mixed with the sugar also, the milk remains milk all the 
same. — Similarly, when a man performs the eleven Praydjas, the five of these 
that he performs are those same that are related to the i^chetype, and if 
the six others that he performs are other than those related to the 
ArchetyiDe, this latter act of his does not mean that the former five have not 
been performed. — So also if the Praydjas are performed while the Animal 
is standing there, they may be regarded as performed in connection with the 
Cake, — all that has happened is only that the original order of sequence has 
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been abandoned ; but the order of sequence is only an accessory detail 
and it is not right for the Main act to be repeated for the sake of an accessory 
detail ; as the Main act cannot be under the influence of the Accessory Detail ; 
it may be that the abandonment of the order of sequence necessitates an 
Expiation ; but there cannot be repetition of the Main act. — ‘‘In that case> 
the Expiation would have to be done”. — ^It is certainly done,— the oblation 
offered with the mantra ^ Aydshchdgne, etc.’ being declared to be an expiation 
for all sins (of omission and commission). — Or even the Expiation may not 
be necessary, as the abandoning of the order is due to certain circumstances. 
Thus then there is no incongruity at all. 

. StJTRA (5). 

Also because ih the case oe some, it canhot be done. 

Bhdsya, 

In the ease of some of the details, it is not possible for them to be done 
separately ; as for instance, the Bringing up of the Eire to the Platform, 
^nd th.e Vratopdy ana (Restricted Feeding). When the Platform has been 
set up once and remains undemolished, it cannot be set up again ; for a 
tiling that has been made once need not be made again, so long as the one 
made continues to exist.— It might be argued that “a second Platform can 
certainly be set up”. — ^This would be sheer fool -hardiness ; and secondly, the 
second one set up would be not quite straight (as the exactly straight position 
would be taken up by the Platform already in existence) ; and this would 
lead to a confusion of the quarters ; — and it would also involve separate 
altars, which is not countenanced by the scriptures ; and lastly, it would 
mean the abandonment of the principle that ‘ the subsidiaries should be 
performed at fhe same time and place and by the same performers as the 
Main sacrifices ’.—Thus then the said Bringing up of the Fire being for the 
purpose of securing the Akuvamya Fire, — ^and tliis having been secured by t he 
first Bringing up, — ^it cannot be secured over again in the same manner in which 
it has been already secured,— It might be argued that “ one can set up another 
Ahavamya Fire”. — -But as a matter of fact, so long as the first Ahavanlya 
remains unextinguished, there can be no second Ahavamya ; because firstly,. 
the Gdrhapatya Fire and the Ahavamya Fire are both located in the saiiie 
place and if the Ahavanlya Tvere removed, the Odrliapatya would be left 
alone ; just as, when out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruvd- 
vessel, wliich is common to all offerings, the Clarified Butter for the piu’poses 
of the Updmshuydja has been taken out, what is left becomes useful for the 
offerings to other deities and the process suggested would bring 

about the anomaly of two separate Altars, as in the previous case ; and tliis 
would involve all those incohgrmties that have been pointed out above. — 
Similarly the Few? taken up once camiot be taken up again, unless the former 
has been given up ; and it cannot be given up until the final completion of 
the Main sacrifice. 
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SUTRA (6). 

Also because thebe is a text indicating the same Eire. 

BMsya, 

Tlie fol! Giving text shows that the Animal «ofiei*mg and the Cake -offering 
are related to one and the same Fire — ^ Madhye'^gnerdjydhutlrjulioti, p 
shdhuilh jxishidkudshcha ’ [‘ At the centre of the Fire, one offers the oblations 
of Clarified Butter, those of the Cake and those of the Animal'}. This 
means that there can be no separate Bringing up of the Fire ; from which it 
follows that the Procedure of the Animal-offering is applicable to (and helps) 
the Cake-offering. 



Abhikaraija (2) : The ‘ Two Ajyaihdga-offerings ’ should 
be made in connection with the ‘ Gahe offering ^ . 

SUTEA (7). 

AoCOBBING to JaIMIBI, WHEK THEKE is possibility OE the EXTEBETAL 
PBOCEDURE OOMIXa IH, THE IHTBRXAL. PEOCEBUEE SHOIJIiD BE 

EXGLIJBEB. 

BMsya. 

In regard to the same ‘ Meat-cake % there arises the following question 
— Sliozild ilie ' Ajyabhdga'-offerings "" he mQ,de OT not ^ 

[Tliere is the distinct prohibition — * These two ^jyabhdga -ofSermgfi are not made 
at the Animal -sacrifice ’ ; thus, when they are absent at the Animal-sacrifice, they 
cannot come into the Cake-offering by ‘Extended Application’ (Prasanga) by viitue 
of the precedirig d.d/?.i/<;arancf ; hence, the conditions of the preceding ^ not 

being fulfilled, the matter remains in doubt.] 

It is remarked, in tins connection, that what has got to be considered 
here is— -Does the ‘ General Law ’ become set aside by the ‘ Declaration of 
Procedure ’ ? Or the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ by the ‘ General Law ’ ? 
— If the ‘ General Law ’ is set aside, then the Ajyahhdga-qfferings should 
not be made ; while if the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ is set aside, then the 
said offerings should be made. — What then is the right course ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows It is the ‘ General Law ’ that is set 
aside, — ^Why ? — Because the ‘ General Law ’ is inferential (imiGtioning in* 
directly) while the ‘ Declaration of Procedure ’ ib directly perceptible ; and 
what is perceptible is certainly more authoritative than what is inferential ; 
and the setting aside of the inferential is more reasonahle than that of the 
perceptible. Such being the case, the Ajyabhdga-o'fi&cm.gB should not be 
made ; as they could come in only by virtue of the General Law, and tliis, 
having been set aside in this ease, is not operative at all.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — -The opinion of the 
revered Teacher Jaimini is that the Ajyahhdga‘oUeTm.gB should be made 
in the case in question, — “ Why ? ” — Because when there is poss^'ibility pf the 
external procedure coming in, the internal procedure should be excluded ; in a 
case where the adopting of the action’s own proeediue brings in the proee* 
dure of another action, the former should be excluded ; e.g. the procedure 
of the Auimal-saerifiee becomes excluded in the case of the Prayafas related 
to the Cake-offering where however, no such external procedure is likely 
to come in, it is not right to exclude it ; e.g. when Devadatta gets on to 
Yajhadatta's convey anoo, it is only Devadcitta^s conveyance that goes away, 
not his clothes and ornaments. — ^In the case in question, the adopting 
of the Ajyahhdgas does not bring in any part of the proeediue of the 
Animal-sacrifice ,* hence, it is not right to exclude it ; hence, they fshould 
not be excluded. As regards the argument that “ the ‘ Declaration of Proce- 
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dure ’ is directly ;::.perceptible - — ^as a matter of fact, the ' Dociaratioii ' of 
Procedure/ is mot ..Operative .in this case at' ail ; all that the .said Declaration 
could do would he to bring in. the subsidiaries, — .and the Meat-cake -offerings- 
have all their subsidiaries in the subsidiaries of the Animal -sacrifice itself 
hence, even though it is directly perceptible, it does not take in the Ajyahhagm 
the Declaration of Procedure, as a rule, takes in only that subsidiary 
which is close by in the context ; — the Ajyahhagas however are not present 
at the Animal-sacrifice at ail, having been preceded by the Proliibition ‘ one 
should not offer the Ajyahhdgas at the Animal-sacrifiLce or at the Sorna- 
sacrifice h — ^Then again, it has been already explained that the ‘ Declaration 
of Procedure ® takes in only such subsidiaries as are already there, while the- 
‘ General Law ’ brings them into existence and also takes them in ; hence, it. 
is this latter that is the more authoritative of the two. 



Adhikabana (3) : At the Soma-sacrifice, the Platform 
related to the Ddrsha shall not he erected. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PuRVAPAKSA] — “ iKASMXrCH AS THEY SERVE DIFFERENT PURPOSES, 

. THBEE SHOULD BE ERECTIOK OF THE SEOOHD . PLATFORM 
AT 'the ^ SoMA-SACBIFieE FOE THE EGTYFES OF THE ; ' 
Daesha-P'cJekamas A.' ' 

In connection witJa tiie Soma -sacrifice, there are certain rites related to 
the whieh are performed on the Major Platform, — 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question— For the 
performance of these rites, should another Platform be erected ?- — or not ? 

The Pufvapakm is as follows “ A separate Platform should be erected ; 
—why ?— because the- General. Law indicating the erection, the erection, of 
such a Platforni would be in -accordance with that Law.— ‘.The Platform of' 
the Soma-sacrifice itself would accomplish all that is necessary, through 
Prasa'^ga (Extended Application) — ^It could not accomplish it why ?— 
because they serve different purposes ; the two Platforms in question serve two 
entirely , different . purposes— the one related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa is 
used for the seem'ing and keeping of the offering-materials, while that related 
to the Soina is used for iAie moving about ; so that in tins case, there could 
be no ‘ extended application ;;as there is Vextended application’ only in 
cases where the subsidiary of the Original sacrifice serves the same purpose 
as the intervening subsidiary; as for instance, the Praydjas related to the 
Animal-sacrifice find .■‘extended .application’ in. the Oake-offerings. Tins 
condition. Is not fulfilled' -in the case in question ;dience, the. second .Platform 
should be erected.” , ' 

SUTRA (9). 

.[SfDDHANTA]— -As - A MATTER-. OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE HO ERECTIOH ; 

: ' AS .IT. WOULD ONLY TITIATE (THE OTHER). . . • 

Bhdsya, 

,. - As -.a matter of fact,, the Platform related to the, Barsha should not be 
■erected at the /S'owa-sacrmce.— ‘‘ Why ? Because it would only vitiate the 
other; he. .if ^ another, Platform^' were 'erected, , it. .would only mean that the 
Soma -Platform- already erected; is. -defective,, and it., would not accomplish 
anj^ purpose of its own.— “ It would serve the purpose of keeping the offering- 
materials ’’.—That however could very well be don© on the Major Platform 
itself. “ But that is for a totally different purpose, as we have already pointed 
out”. Even while serving that different purpose, it could certainly serve 
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tile purposes of, a receptacle ior tlie offering-materials ; — -it has been laid down 
that the offering -material should be kept -Mpon the PlMjomi Major. 

Platform also is a platform ; — and. there are no conditions laid down a.-s tha,t, 
the materials should be kept on a Platform which serves that purpose alone. 
—-From all tliis it follows that the Darsha-Platform should not be erected at 
the Soma-sacrifice. 



Adhikaean^^ (4): At the Soma-sacrifice, the oblations 
relating to the Savana- Animals, etc* should he offered 
ivith the Sruva and other implements used: M the/ \ : 
Darsha-sacrifice* 

SUTRA (10). 

[PUBVAPAKSA]— BEGABB TO THE IMPLEMENTS, THEBE SHOULD BE 

‘ Extended Application because they abe eob the pubpose 

OE OEFEBINa OBLATIONS.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, there are certain rites related to 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa which would appear to be connected with the Ladles 
and Cups used at the Soma-sacrifice, — -such rites for instance, as the ‘ Sdvana 
Animal \ the ‘ Sdvana Cahes % the ‘ Sauma Cooked Bice \ 

In regard to these we proceed to consider the question—Should the 
oblations at these Bites be offered with their own Ladles and Cups ? Or 
with the Sruva and other implements used at the Darsha-sacrifice f 

The Purvapak^a is as follows : — “ In the case of implements, there should 
he ^ Extended Application ’ why ^’—because they are for the purpose of offering 
oblations ; — ^the implements in question only serve the pui’pose of the 
ofiering of oblations, — and this purpose can be served by the said Cups 
and Ladles also ; — the Bites in question too, are included within the sphere 
of the Soma-sacrifice ; hence, the oblations at these should be offered (as at 
the /5?oma) with the Gups and Ladles.*’ 

SUTRA (11). 

[SiddhSnta]— The bight coubse is to use the Implements in 

QUESTION, — ^AS THEY HAVE BEEN IN USE ALBEADY ; IT IS ONLY IE 
THEY COULD NOT BE USED THAT THEBE COULD BE 

« Extended application 
Bhdsya* 

The right course would be to use the implements used at the Darsha^ 
Purnamdsa, — and it is with these that the oblations should be offered; — 
why ? — because they have been in use already ; the implements in question 
are there, having been already used ; it has been declared that — “if they 
were to obtain the Soma before having taken up the Clarified Butter, they 
would destroy the sacrifice, and if they obtain the Soma after having taken 
up the Clarified Butter, then they would not destroy the sacrifice’; so 
that (for the taking of the Clarified Butter) first of all the sruva and other 
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implements of the Darsha have to be nsed,— they M to be washed and 
cleaned and then the Clarified Bntter is to be taken up with them ; hence, 
these implements are there already, having been used in connection with 
the Clarified Bntter. It is only if they could not he used that there could he 
"extended application^ ; in a case where the subsidiary of the sacrifice 
inelnded in the sphere of the Sofna-sacrifice is one that has not been used, 
then alone is there an ‘extended application’ of the subsidiary of the 
Sofna-sacrifice, for serving the purposes of that subsidiary ; because it is only 
when one has not got the thing of his own tliat he obtains it from another ; it is 
only when Devadatta has not got his own conveyance near at hand that he rides 
m Yajhadatta^s conveyance; if his ovm conveyance is at hand, he goes bn 
his own ; because the pleasure that he derives from riding in another’s con- 
veyance is not at all like that which he derives from riding in his own 
conveyance. Similarly, the excellence that is acquired by the Cakes tlii*ough 
the use of the implements of the Darsha -sacrifice is not attained tlirough the 
use of the Cups and Ladles ; because in the case of the former the articles 
are of wood used at the Archetype, and hence it is possible to perform the 
Washing and other Embellisliments ; in the case of the Cups and Ladles, on 
the other hand, they have to be omitted. Further, those implements that 
are related to the Soma itself have no connection with the Calces. 

“In case the implements of the Da/f^sha had not been used, would it 
be possible for the Cups and Ladles to come in by ‘ extended application ’ ? ” 

Not so, we reply ; even so, what would come in by ‘ extended applica- 
tion ’ would be the implements of the Darsha itself. There is ‘ extended, 
application ’ only in cases where the subsidiary performed in connection 
with the Main Sacrifice becomes performed (i.e. helpful) also for the other 
sacrifice ; e.g. when the Prapdjas are performed in comieetion with the 
Animahsacrifice^ they help the Cake-ofierings also.— In the case in question 
however, if the Cups and Ladles are used, the others do not become tised by 
that use ; certainly when the Soma is ofiered, it is not the Cakes that become 
offered, — For these reasons, there can be no ‘ Extended Application ’ in tliis 
case. 

“ What happens then ? ” 

We explain : — There would he ‘ extended applicat ion ’ if they had not been 
in use ; i.e. if the use of the implements in question were not possible, — 
or if it were actually prohibited,— then alone would there be an ‘ extended 
application ’ (of the /S'cma-accessories). 

Then again, the right course is that in the case hx question, the Darsha- 
implements should be used, not the Gups and Ladles (of the Soma). — “On 
what grounds would this be the right course ? ” — The implements in. question 
come into the in accordance with scriptural texts, and 

therefore they become transferred to the Cake-offering by the General Law. 
The touch of the scriptural text is quite distinct. On the other hand, in 
connection with no sacrifice has the offering of oblations been laid down 
as to be done with the Ladles and Cups ; so that such offering could be made 
only if there were an actual need for doing it ; when there is no verbal 
declaration to that efiect, an act can be done only if there is actual need for it. 
54 
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.'V ' :,,Tiiere is.tiie following text which also indicates the use, of the Darsha- 
implements in question at the Soma-sacrifice — ’\Yunapni te prtMvmi j^otisd' 
saheti dhruvdmahhimr$haHy yunajmi vdyundntariksena te saha ityupabhrtam, 
yumjmi vdcham saha diva suryeneti juhum^ [where three implements are 
mentioned—jD^mm, Upabkrta and Juhu, all which are connected with the 
Darslia-sacfifice], 

From all this it follows that at the Boma-sacriflce^ the oblations should 
be offered with the implements in question. 



Adhikakaka (5) : , The ^ Meat-Cake ’ shall not he cooked at 
the "" Shdmitra Fire \ 

SUTRA (12). 

The Mbat-gake shall not be cooked at the Shamitra Fire, as 

THE OTHER HAS BEEN IN USE ALREADY. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the sanae Oake, we proceed to consider the question — 
Is it to be cooked at the Shamitra Fire or at the Shdldmuhluya Fir© ? 

The same Principle — ‘ The other being already in us© ’ — ^is applicable 
here also. It has been laid down that the cooking of offering-materials 
should be done at the Gdrhapatya Fire ; and this is already in use, it having 
been declared that ‘ The Shdldmukhlya Fir© itself becomes the Gdrhapatya 
after this hence, the cooking in question should be done at this Shdld- 
muhhlya Fire, 



Abhikakana {&): At the " Kaundapayindmayana \ the 
^ AgnihotTa-material^ should he cooked at the 
‘Prdjahita^ {Odrhapatya) Fire. 

SUTRA (13). 

The coobxng of the 'Aghihotba’ SHOtrLD hot be bohe at the 

ShAHAMTOHIYA EiEE, BEOAirSE THE pBAtTABITA FlBE IS PBESENT. 

Bhdsya, 

In regard to the Agnihotra performed in connection with the Kaurida, 
pdjindmayana, we proceed to consider the question — Should the Material 
to be used therein be cooked at the ShdldmuhMya 'Fire ? Or at the PrdjaMta 
Fire Frajahita ’ is the name given to the Gdrhapatya Fire by the ancient 
Teachers. 

Here also the same principle is applicable : The cooking of offering - 
materials has been laid down as to be don© at the Gdrhapatya ; — this Gdrha- 
patya^ therefore, is in use there already ;— -it is only when something is 
not already in us© that there can be extended application (Su. 12). — There are 
many explanations possible here.— The Shdldmukhlya comes in by virtu© of 
the General Law, — ^in connection with the this same Shdldmukhlya 

has been declared to be the Gdr'hapatya^—end indirectly through the General 
Law, this same Shdldmukhlya comes on into the Kaundapdymdnmyana< ; 
while the cooking is indicated by Name as to be done at the Frajahita Fir© 
(which is another name for the Gdrhapatya on which the Gooldng of all 
materials has been laid down) ; — the Name is more authoritative than the 
General Law ; hence, the cooking in question should be don© at the Frajahita . 
Fire. 



Adhikae-aka (7) : The ‘ V egetahle-cahea ^ should he pre- . 
pared in a cart other than the two ^ Havirdhana Carts ^ 
that come in at the Jyotistorm. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PuEVArAKSA] — ‘‘T he two Haviedhaha Caets should seeve the 

PUEEOSES OP THE PREPAEATIOH, AS THEY HAVE SEEK ALREADY 

IK USE.’' 

Bhdsya. 

After the two Havirdhana Carts liav© been set np,— there follow certain 
sacrifices at which the substance offered contains vegetabl© ingredients, — 
such as, the Meat-cake-ojQ^enngr, the Savanlya-cakes, the. Saumya-charu* 

In regard to these, we proceed to consider the question — Are these 
substances to be prepared in one of the two Havirdhana Carts themselves ? 
Or should another cart be secured for that purpose ? 

The Furvapahsa is as follows : — “ The. two Havirdhdyia Carts should serve 
the purpose of the preparation, — or one of them only.-— Wliy ? — Because they 
have been in use already ; the Havirdhana Oart has been in us© already, and it 
is quite capable of serving the purpose of preparing the substances in question ; 
under the circumstances, if another cart were to be secured for that purpose, 
it would be a superfluous act. Hence, the substances should be prepared 
with the help of one of the Havirdhana Carts themselves (and no other cart is 
to be secured).” 

SUTRA (15). 

[SiDDHAKTA] — ^A s A MATTER OP PACT, THERE OAK BE KO PXJLPILMEKT 
(by that MEAKS), as THE PLACE BEIKG- DIPPEREKT, THE MaIK 
SACRIFICE WOULD BECOME DEPECTIYB ; — ^AKD THERE OAK 
BE ‘ EXTEKDED APPLICATIOK ’ OKLY WHEK IT 
CAUSES KO DEFECT. 

Bhdaya, 

There can be no fulfilment of the preparation, by means of the Havirdhana 
Carts ; that is, the substances should not be prepared with the help of these 
carts. — ‘^Why?” — Because the Main sacrifice would become defective, — 
\pn account of the place being the * place ’ of the preparation is as 

follows :■ — The cart is placed behind the Fire and in front of the 

Isa, — ^then the Priest gets upon its right wheel and makes the preparation 
there. Such being the place of the * Preparation % if the Preparation were 
done on the Havirdhdrwb Cart,~thm., this Havirdhana Cart (which contains 
Soma-shoots), would have to be brought up to the place just described ; and 
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tMs would make the Main Boma-sacnfice, defective ; — ^the erection and location 
of the Havirdhana Carts have been made with suitable^ mantras and in accord- 
ance with certain strict rules ; and all this would become nullified (by the 
removal of the HavirdM-na) ; it is possible that the erecting and locating might 
be done again ; but this would involve a repetition not sanctioned by the scrip- 
tures.— As a matter of fact, it is only when it causes no defect in the Main act, 
that ' Extended Application * may be right ; because it is the character of the 
Main act from which all the rest derive their sustenance, each according to the 
texts bearing upon it, — ^all the rest being, as they are, entirely dependent ^ 

(on something else). If, for some reason, the purposes of these subordinate 
factors are not accomplished by the means laid down in the scriptures, then 
those purposes might well be left unfulfilled,— or any other means might be 
employed ; — ^but they could not accomplish their purposes by upsetting the 
Main sacrifice.— “ But why cannot the Preparation be made at the very 
place where the Havirdhana has been located? ” — >In that case the said acts 
(involved in the ‘Preparation’) would become defective— “ That may be 
SO ; those acts are subordinate factors and as such they must follow the 
predominant factor just as it happens to be ; e.g. the Meat-calce iohows the 
Praydjas of the Animal-sacrifice, even though these latter appear at a different ! 

time ’’.—The answer to this is as follows : — ^In the case cited, it is right that | 

it should be so; because the Praydjas have been performed already, and j 

what has been already done cannot be done again simply to preserve the | 

order of sequence (of something else). In the case in question however, the ... ! 
Preparation is still to be made ; and if it is possible to make it fully equipped 
with an its details, it should be made as so equipped ; — as a matter of fact, I 

it is possible to make it so equipped by securing another cart ; hence, it f 

follows that the said Preparation should not be done in one of the Havirdhana } 

Carts. I 

SUTRA ( 16 ). 

■ ■ • ^ ' ' 1 ; 

Also bboaxtse we eehd the ' Cabts ’ spoken op (in the Plural 1; 

Number). ' 

Bhdsya, jj 

We hnd a plurality of Carts spoken of in the text — ‘ Andmsi pravartayanti ’ 

They set up several Carts ’]. — ^From this also it follows that another cart / 

(other than the two Havirdhana Carts) should be secured. ! 



Abhikabana (8) : At the ^ Prayanlya and other offerings ^ 
there should he separate ' Keeping of Vigil ’ in con- 
nection with the Initiation. 

SUTRA (17). 

That which is connected with that [cannot apply], on account op 

THE DIPPERENCE OP TIME. 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, the ‘ Keeping of Vigil ’ has been 
laid down as to be done at the time of the Initiation — ‘ Tam 'pratkamam 
rdtrifnjdgarti, eto. \ In eoxmectionwiththe Darsha-Purnamasa also, for some 
people, the said ‘ Vigil ’ has been laid down as to be done on the Aupava- 
sathya Day. This ‘ Keeping of the Vigil ’ becomes admissible, under the 
Gfeneral Law, into the ^ Prdyamya ^ and other offerings (which have the 
above Main sacrifices for their Archetypes). 

In regard to tliis — -[the question being-— Does the Vigil kept at the time of 
the Initiation serve the purposes of the Prdyanlya and other minor sacrifices — 
or should a sej)arate Vigil be kept in connection with these latter ?] — the 
Purvapahsa is that ‘‘the Figi? that has been kept at the time of the Initiation 
will, by ‘ Extended Application serve the purposes of these minor sacrifices 
[and hence it should not be done separately] — ^In answer to tliis, we have 
the following Siddhdnta : — That which is connected with that, — Le. the Vigil 
kept in connection with the Initiation — cannot have its application extended 
to other acts ; — ^why ? — because of the difference in time ; if, as a matter of 
fact, the Vigil is kept for the purpose that there may be no carelessness in 
the safe keeping of all sacrificial accessories, then what are so guarded by the 
Vigil kept at the time of Initiation are only those accessories that are there 
at the time, — so that no other become guarded by that Vigil ; hence for the 
purpose of the guarding of the other accessories of the Prdyanlya and other 
minor sacrifices, the Vigil should be kept separately at the time of the 
Aupavasathya.- — Even if the Vigil were meant to serve only an unseen purpose 
(and not that of guarding the sacrificial accessories), then also the 
Aupavasathya night would be the occasion for the keeping of the Vigil; and 
when the occasion is there, whatever is due to be done on that occasion should 
be done.— From all this it follows that in connection with the Prdyamya 
and the rest, the should be kept separately. 



Abhikaraka (9) : At separate Altars, the Mantras should be 
recited separately. 

SUTRA (18). 

MaNTEAS also (SHOtrUD BE EEOITED SBPAEATELY), AS THEY 
HELP DIRBOaXY. 

Ehdsya, 

At the Fam^apmgrMsa sacrifices, there are two separate Altars (one 
for the Adhvaryu and another for the Pratiprasthdtr) ; in connection with 
these there are certain Mantras that operate upon them directljj^, — along with 
the Taking up of Clarified Buitter, Besprinkling and Touching* 

The question that arises is — Should these Mantras be recited ‘ in 
common ’ for the two Altars ? or separately ? 

This discussion bears, not upon Prasanga (the subject-matter of the 
present discourse), but upon Tantra and Avdpa (the subject of the previous 
discourses). 

The Purvapahsa is that~^‘ the Mantras should be recited * in common % 
for the purpose of honouring the Declaration of Procedure 

In answer to this, the SiddJidnta is as 'follows : — The reciting of Mantras 
also — ^in connection with the Taking up of Clarified Butter, etc. — should be 
done separately ; — ^why because they help directly ; the MaMras in question 
are all such as help directly, as they signify the action that is present at the 
time ; as a matter of fact, the Adhvaryu and the PratipTasihatr (who are in 
charge of the two Altars severally) come up in. connection with separate 
actions; — Alienee the should be recited separately. 

Farther, it is going to he explained under Su. 12. 3. 24, that ail the 
agencies operating upon actions end with the Mantra ; and that being so, a 
must be regarded as subservient to the purposes of that Act upon 
which it operates ; and by virtue of this differentiating condition, there 
should be repetition of Mantras* 


Adhikaeai^a (10) : There shall he no ‘ Agnyanvddhana '^ 
at the DlJcsanlyd and other sacrifices. 

[The next few Adhikaranas up to Adhi. 18, deal with those IsfisihsA form part 
of the Soma-sacrifice^ but which have the Darsha-Purjjtamdsa for their Archetype,] 

SUTRA (19). 

At the SOMA-SAOEmOB, THEBE IS HO ' AgHYAHVAEHAHA AS. IT IS EOB 
THE PHBPOSE OE MAIHTBHAHCE. 

BMsya* 

In course of the Soma-sacrifice there are certain Istis, like the Dlk^a^fiyd ; 
at these the rite of ‘ AgnyanvddJmna ’ (Reinstallation of Fire) becomes ad- 
missible under the General Law. The question is — -Should this Rite be 
performed or not ? 

The Purvapalcsa is that — ‘‘ it should be performed ; because only by so 
doing would the Genei’al Law be obeyed.” 

In answer to tills, we have the f ollowing Siddhdnta : — ^The Agnyamddhdna 
should not be performed at the Dlhsanlyd^ etc. — ^why ?- — because it is for the 
%>urpo8e of fnaintenance ; the Agnyanvddhdna is meant to be done for the 
piu'pose of maintaining (keeping up) the Fire that has been brought up ; 
that rite has been already performed in comieetion with the Fire brought 
out for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, — and the Fire has been main- 
tained by that means ; there can be no maintaining of what has been 
maintained aheady. — But that is done without Mantras P — True, it is 
done without Mantras; but it has been done all the same; and what has 
been done once need not be done again, only for the purpose of reciting the 
Mantras. ----pTom all tliis it follows that the Agnyanvddhmm should not be 
done at the and other 



Adhikaiiajja (11) : At the Dikaamyd and other Istis there 
is to he no ^ Talcing of the Vow 

SUTRA (20). 

So ALSO THB ‘ Vow BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ALKBADY 

TAKEN. 

Bhdsya. 

At the said DlksaTilyd and the rest, there is admissible, under the Genera.! 
Law, the ‘ taidng of the vow ’ which has been enjoined in connection with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa. [The question being as to whether or not tMs imw 
should be taken at the DUcsamya, etc.] the Siddhdnta is that, like the 
Agnyanvddhdna, this vow should not be taken ; — became it has been already 
taken ; that which has been taken and not yet finished cannot be taken up 
again; the act of /taking up’ consists in obtaining what has not been 
obtained ; and hence it cannot be done to what has been aheady obtained. 

SUTRA (21). 

Also beoause oe iifrcoMPATiBiLiTY. 

Bhdsya. 

The words pronounced by the person taking up the ‘ vow ’ are — ‘ Ague 
vratapate vratahcharisydmi^ which contains the verb in the tense ; 

and this would be ‘ incompatible ’ with the mw if it were aheady present. 

SUTRA (22). 

“ It may be like Texjth-telliitg this is togei) [then the answer 

is as below]. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent— ‘‘ Why can it not be like ‘ Truth- telling ’ ? — Just 
as the vow of TTuih4elling, hemg a man’s duty, continues throughout life, 
and yet it is taken at the Darsha-PurmimdsaP 

SUTRA (23). 

/, That eAlirHOT be ; : BECIAirSE, oe the COHHECTIOHS :BEIHG bistihot. ^ 

Bhdsya, 

The case of the vow in question is not analogous to that of ® Truth- 
telling the connections being distinct i m the case of ‘Truth- 
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telling % there are two distinct * connections ’ — ^that of the. Maw, and that of 
the aacfi/ice ; so ■ that having been previously taken up as pertauiing to the 
Man (as' his general duty), it becomes taken up again in connection with the 
In the case in question also, there is distinctness of connection ; 
having heen taken up previously in connection with the Soma-offering j it 
may be taken up again in connection with the lstr \- — ^In the case in c|ii©stion, 
there is no need for ‘ taking up the vow ’ again, — as tiiat which has been done 
already in connection with the Soma-sacrifice will accomplish its purpose at 
the other sacrifice also, tlirough ‘Extended Application’. — “In the other 
case (of Truth-telling) also, the purpose could be accomplished in the same 
manner — It might accomplish it if it were previously imown that it is for 
the purpose of accomplishing a certain deshe ; as a matter of fact however, 
this fact is recognized only in comiection with Darsha-Piirnamdsa itself 
(not before that) ; while in the case in question, this fact has been already 
recognized in connection with the Archetypal sacrifice. H©nce the citing 
of the ease of ‘ Truth-telling ’ cannot serve as an instance in point. 

The necessity of the recognition of the accessory (of Truth-telling, o.g.) 
serving the piuposes of the Main action lies in the fact of that being the 
determining factor in the deciding of the Exact Expiation ; — as explained 
under 3. 4. 12-13. 



Adhikarana (12) : At the ‘ Istis \ there is to he no \Agnyan- 
vadhana even for purposes adopting the Deity. 

SUTRA (24). 

‘The PEEVIOXJSLY MBHTIOHBD act, EVBK 3?0E PTJEPOSES OE ABOPTIKa 

(the Deity) j [shale hot be bohe], as the Isti itsele seeves 

THAT PBEPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

It has been ©splamed (under Adhihamna 10 above) that the ‘ Agnyanm- 
■dhana * already done in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, accomplishes the 
same purpose, through ‘ Extended Application % at the Istis also. 

This is now objected to— The Exterided application spoken of in the 
previous AdMJcararha has been in reference to that Agnyanvddhdna wliich is 
done for the purpose of maintaining the Fire ; as a matter of fact, however, tlie 
Agnyanvddhdna is done, not only for the purpose of maintaining the Fire, 
but for that purpose of maintaining the Eire, as also for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity y wQ read in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa — 
‘ Mamdgne varcko vikavesvastu iti purvamagnim grhndti, dMvatd eva tatpurved- 
yurgrhltvd ahvohhute yajate ’ though the Agnyanvddhdna for the purpose 
of maintaining the Fire may come in, through ‘ Extended Application % 
from that performed in connection with the Soma-sacrifice, — ^yet that wliich 
is done at the Darsha-Purrhamdsa for the purpose of adopting the Deity 
should have to be done at the 

In answer to this, we have the ioUowixig Siddhdnta t — ^The view set forth 
above is not right ; as a matter of fact, that Agnyanvddhdna which is don© 
for the purpose of adopting the Deity also would be secured through ** Extended 
Application’ (and hence should not have to be done again). — Why ? — 
Because the Isti itself serves that purpose ; in connection with the Soma- 
sacrifice also, the Dllcsamyd Isti is found mentioned as serving the purpose of 
adopting the deity — ^ Agndvaisnavamekddashakapdlam nirvapet dlhsisya- 
mdnah, agnih prathamo dsvatdndm visnuh para'twih, yadagndvaisnavamekd- 
dashakapdlam nirvapati devatd yajhahcha taduhhayatah parigrhya dlhsate\ — 
This same Isti, thus serving the purpose of adopting the deity at the Soma- 
sacrifice, will serve the same purpose for the Istis also, by ‘ extended 
application*. 

StJTEA (25). 

'‘It would be like the aoobssoeies if this is ubgeb [then the 

answer is as in the next /Swte]. 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “ The purposes of the Istis would not be served in 
the manner suggested ; the Dlh§aiifiyd-Isti subserves the purposes of the 
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Main sacrifice, and as such it operates towards the adopting of the deity of 
the Main sacrifice -the deities of the subsidiaries however, which are mere 
accessories, are not included under that adoption ;-~~heiice for the purposes 
of adopting these deities, the Agnyanvadhana related to the Barsha- 
Pwmamasa should be perforn^ed in connection with the 

SUTRA (26). 

Not so; because thebe is the ‘ VaishvapSva ' (Related to 

‘ all Deities '). 

Bhdsya. 

The said Agnyanvddhdna should not be performed; the purpose of 
adopting the deity will be accomplished by the Diksanlya Isti itself, through 
* Extended Application But it has been pointed out that the Dlhsamyd 
serves the purpose of adopting the deity of the Main sacrifice only By 
subserving the purpose of the deity of the Main sacrifice, it would also take 
in the deities of the subsidiaries. — “ How so ? ” — Because there is the vaishva- 
dem ; in connection with the Scma-sacrifice, there is the Gmhaydga, which is 
‘ mishvadeva in the sense that all deities {vishm devcih) are sacrificed to in 
this sacrifice ; and the deities of the subsidiaries also are included among 
them; so that these also become adopted. Hence there is no need for the 
performance of the Agnyanvddhdna in connection with the Istis^ for the 
purpose of adopting those deities. 

SUTRA (27). 

Thebe should bej need fob it; as they have been 

HAMED.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

There should need for the Agnyanvddhdna ; as it is necessary to adopt the 
deities of the subsidiaries through the Agnyanvddhdna in connection with the 
Istis ; because as a matter of fact, those deities cannot be taken as ‘ adopted ’ 
on the ground that sacrifices are offered to ‘ all deities ’ ; because in reality, 
at the said Graha-ydga, sacrifices areno^ ofiered to all deities ; the term ‘ Vishve^ 
devah ’ stands, not for aM (vishve) deities (devdh), but for a definite group of 
deities, consisting of the SddhyaSy tlae Budms And the Vasus. — How do you 
know that ? — Because they have been nmmd i the deities meant have been 
actually named in the text—* Agnir vasuhhih, somo raudraih, indro marud^ 
bhih, varuna adityaili, brhaspatirvishvMevmh ’ ; where it appears that the 
‘ VishvM^vas^ are entities different from the Vasus and other well-known 
deities. If all deities had been spoken of by means of the term ‘ vishvMleva 
then those deities would not have been different from the well-known deities, 
Vasu and the rest. Hence we conclude that the term ^vishve-^deva" denotes only 
a well-defined group (of deities ).~Such being the case, the deities of subsidiaries 
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could not be included under that name ; hence for the adopting of those, 
the performance of the AgnyanvMhana would be necessary.” 

SUTRA (28). 

* 

, Not so ; because it seeves the puebose of indicating an 

EXCELLENCE. 

BJidsya, 

It cannot be as suggested. — -Why? — Because it serves ifie purpose of. 
indicating an excellence*, i.e. the above-quoted description (enumeration) 
of the Vishvedevas cannot be regarded as indicating a group of 'deities ; the 
description is meant to be an indication of excellence, a praise oi Bfhaspati ; 
the sense of the praise being that— ‘ is accompanied by the Faws 
only,— /Soma, by the Eudras only, — Indra, by the Mar uts only,— and Varuiui, 
by the Adity as only ; — -but Brhaspati is accompanied hj all the deities, those 
named here as well as others ’. — ^This praise is just like the praise of the 
king in the words—* The Army -commander has come in with Ms paid army 
and will fight along with his own army, — -but the King is accompanied b}- 
all armies, those mentioned as well as others’. — ^Further, under the inter- 
pretation suggested, it would be necessary to assume a group of deities bearing 
the name * Vishvedeva \ while all deities are understood to be actually denoted 
by that name. 

From ail this it follows that the adopting of the subsidiary deities also 
is acomplished by moans of the BlhsaTiiya, through * Extended Application ’ ; 
and hence the Agnyanvddhdna related to the Darsha-Purnamdsa should not 
be performed in connection with the Istis. 


Adhikabai^ta (13): At the Istis, the ’’ Patnisannahana’’ 
{Dressmg up of the Lady) shall not he perfm'med. 

SUTRA (29). 

The ‘ Deesseng Up’ also [should hot be dohb], as it has been 

DONE ALEBADY. 

Bhdsya. 

The ^ Sannahana'^ (* Dressing up ’) of the saerificer’s Lady has been 
laid down in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, in the text — ‘ Dresses 
up the Lady with the Yoktra \ Under the General Law, this should be done 
at those Isti rites that are performed in connection with the Soma-sacrifice. 
[The question arising as to whether or not tlcm Dressing up should be per- 
formed at these rites] the 8iddhdnta is that it should not be done ; — ^why ? 
— because it has been done already ; at the time of the Initiation, the Dressing 
up oi the Lady for the purposes of the Soma-sacrifice has been already done, 
as laid down in the text — He dresses up the Lady with the Yoktra and the 
Initiated Sacrificer with the Mekhald, with a view to joining the two 
This dressing up with the Yoktra is for the purpose of lending support to the 
Dress ; and when this has been done in connection wdth the Soma-sacrifice 
itself, it will continue to serve that purpose till the completion of the sacrifice 
along with its subsidiaries, which latter also it will benefit by * Extended 
Application 



AdhikAbana (14) : At the Istis there need not he ''Feeding 
upon wild^growing Things \ 

SUTRA (30). 

Th® ‘ Eating of ’wmo-GBOwnsiG things ’ should not bb done ; as 

THEEB IS INJUNCTION OF ANOTHBE. 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsaf the " eating of wiid-growing 
things’ has been laid down, in the text—' Yaddrrmydni ashndti, etc., etc.’. 
— This becomes admissible into the Prdyanlya and other I0s, tinder the 
General Law. [The question arising as to whether or not tiiis eating should 
be done at these Jstis] th.Q Siddhdnta is as follows : — Even though it is indicated 
by the General Law as admissible, it should not be done; — why ? — because 
there is injunction of another* The 'Eating of wild -growing things’ that 
has been enjoined in connection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa is meant to 
be for the purposes of subsistence ; — ^in cormeetion with the Soma-sacrifice 
also, means of subsistence have been laid down — ' The Brdhmana shall live 
on milk, the Ksattriya on gruel and the Vaishya on Curdled IMilk ’ ; tiiis also 
serves a visible purpose and hence is regarded as a means of subsistence ; 
of these two means of subsistence, that connected with the Soma-sacrifice 
is found to be directly enjoined, and it is also the more important of the 
two, — Whence this must be done ; and when the subsistence has been secured 
by tiiis means, it helps the other subsidiary rites also, through ‘ Extended 
Application’ ; hence the other means of subsistence becomes excluded. 



Adhikarana (15) : At the Istis there should be ^ Eciting of 

Remnants \ 

SUTRA (31). 

If it be U'BGEI) that the same should be the case avith the Eatihc 
OF', Remi^ants — that is hot sqi because that is for. a 

DIFFERENT PURPOSE. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-FurnawMsa, there is the Eating of 
Eemnants^ Ida and the rest.— This is indicated by the General Law as ad- 
nhssible at the Isfds performed in conrse of the Soma-sacrifice. It may be 
argued that, as the ‘ Eating of wild-growing tilings ’ has been set aside by 
the means of subsistence laid down in connection with the Soma-sacriflce^ 
so tills Eating of Remnants also should be set aside (as this also is only a means 
of subsistence) — ^The answer to this is that it is not so ; — -why ? — because 
that is for a different purpose ; the ‘ Eating of Remnants ’ is not meant to be 
a means of subsistence ; it is not for the pmpose of sustaining the body ; 
it is in fact meant to be an embellishment (of the substance), because the 
substance in question is only the remnant of what has been used, — and 
because all these ‘ Eatings ’ are spoken of by means of words with the 
Accusative Ending, in such texts as ‘ Yajaindnapanchamd rivijah iddm 
bhahsayanti \ — therefore in the case in question, the ‘ Eating of Remnants % 
should be done. 
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Adhikaeaija ( 16 ) : At the Istis, there is to he no gift of the 

‘ Anvdhdrya’. 

SOTEA (32). 

The ‘ POEOHASE ’ also (should not be done), as they ARB ALREADY 

ENGAGED. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Daraha-PuTmfmsat thB Amdhdrya-gift has been 
laid down as the ‘purchase-price’ (payment for services); the General 
Law indicates tliis as to be done at the performed in course of the 
Soma-sacrifice, [The question arising as to whether or not that gift should 
be made at these Istisi Siddhdnta is that it should not be made 
why? — because they are already engaged; the Priests concerned have been 
already engaged and their services secured by the payment of the * pur- 
chase-price ’ in connection with the — in accordance with 

the text ‘The sacrificial Fee is 1200 — ^And the subsidiaries are always 
performed at the same place and time by the same performers as the Main 
sacrifice ; hence the subsidiary Ispis in question have to be performed by 
those same Priests that have" been engaged for the Soma-sacrifice; conse- 
quently there can be no separate ‘ purchase -price ’ to be paid in connectio n 
with the subsidiaries ; hence the Anvdhdrya-gift has to be omitted. 


Adhikarana (17): At the Istis^ the ^Eating of Remnants^ 
shall be done as serving the purposes of ^Embellishment^ .■ 

SUTRA (33). 

■ [Puevapaksa] — ‘'The Eatings of Remnants also shoulb be 
siMiLAELY OMITTED ”, — ^iF THIS IS TJEaBB [then the answei 
is as in the next 8utfa\, 

Bhdsya, 

It might be argued that “ the Eatings of Remnants also should be 
omitted at the Ispis^ just as the Anvdhdrya-gift is omitted.” 

This question is raised on the basis of the possible notion that the Eating 
of Remnants is by way of ‘ Purcliase-price ’ (for services rendered) [which 
alone would make it subject to the conclusion regarding the Anvahdryd]. 

SUTRA (34). 

[Sidbhanta] — It is not so ; beoaxtse those are connected avith the 

ACTIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

The Eatings of Remnants should not be omitted; because they are not 
meant to be payment for services rendered ; as a matter of fact, those Eatings 
of Remnants have been laid down as to be done after the completion of the 
functions of the priests whose services had been seemed by the gift of the 
Anvdhdrya ; nor are these ‘ Eatings ’ sufficient as price for securing of the 
services [Bead ^ na chdlamdnamandya^'] ; hence these Eatings are not meant to 
be the ® price ’ of services rendered ; they are meant to be embelKshments 
of the Remnants of substances used; and for this purpose they have to be 
done (at the in question also). 



Abhib:aeana'(18) : At the Istis^ there should he '‘ appoint- 
ment ’ of the Hotr Priest 

SUTRA (35). 

INASMUCH AS THERE IS ' APFOIHTMEHT ’ AFTER OOMMEHCEMBNT, THEBE 
SHOULD BE 'appointment’ OE THE ' HoTR-PRIEST' AT EACH ■ 

Rite. 

Bhdsya. 

In eonnection with the Darsha-Purnamdsa, the ' appointment ’ of the 
Hotr-2Mest has been laid down, in the text—^ Agnirdevo etcP ;— the General 
Law indicates the admission of this at the Istis performed as parts of the 
Soma-sacrifice.— But in connection with the Soma-sacrifice itself, the ‘ appoint- 
ment of the Hotr \ has been laid down separately, in the text — ‘ Agmrhotd^ 
etc . . . * . , hotdram vmlte \ 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question— At the 
in question, should or should not there be the ^appointment of the Hotr ^ 
that has been laid down in connection with the Darsha-Furnamdsa ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows— ‘ It should not be done why ? — 
The Appointment is made for the purpose of securing the man’s services ;~— 
the Hotr’s services for the performance of the entire Soma-sacrifice along 
with its accessories have been already secured by the ‘ appointment ’ in 
connection with the Soma-sacrijice itself ; — there can be no need for the 
securing of the services of one whose services have been already seemed; 
hence the Appointment in question should not be done.” 

In answer to the above, we have the iollow'mg Siddhmita ; — Inasmuch 
as there is Appointment after commencement, there should he appointment' 
of the Hotr-priest at each Bite ; — ^it is not right that the Appointment made in 
connection with the Soma-sacrifice wnh serve, tlirough ‘ Extended A|)plica- 
tion the purposes of that Appointment also which is related to the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa ; — as a matter of fact, there is Appointment after commencement , — 
i.e. it is after the performance has commenced that the appointment related 
to the Darsha-Purnamdsa is made ; — hence it cannot be meant for seeming 
the services of the Priest; — ^in fact it is meant to be a mere act by itself; 
hence if it were not done, the performance would be defective to that extent. 
Hence the Appointment should be done separately with each of the Rites 
in question. 

SUTRA (36). 

"The Brahman-priest also if this be urged [then the answer is 

as in the next Sutra], 

Bhdsya, 

The Opponent says — " If it is your view that, inasmuch as the Appoint- 
ment is done after commencement, the Appointment of the Hotr should 
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be ' done., with each Rite,— then,, inasmuch as the Brahnmn-Priest . olso . is 
appointed after the performance has commenced, at the time of the bring.iiig 
.up of the Pra-mjSa- vessel, it follows that the appointment of this Priest 
also is an act' by itself and as such this also should be done \ritii each Rite; 

- — or you should point out some difference between the tw'o cases (of the 
Hotr s,nd the Brahmcm),^^ _ 

SUTRA (37). 

That cannot be ; biIcause in beality, the appointment comes fibst ; 

AS IT IS FOB THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

The appointment of the Brahman-Priest should not be done at the Rites 
in question. — ^Whj^ "t— Because the a2ypomtment comes first ; it is true that the 
appointment of the Brahman comes after the commencement of the Per- 
formance ; but prior to tliis appointment, the character of ‘ Brahman - 
Priest ’ is not there at all ; in fact all the functions of the Brahman come 
after Ms Appointment ; hence the appointment wMch is for the pui*pose of 
those functions must be regarded as subserMng a sacrifice, and not an act 
by itself ; it serves in fact the purpose of securing the services of the Priest ; 
his services how^ever have been already secured by means of his ‘ appoint- 
ment ’ done in connection with the Soma-sacrljice — hence there need be 
no tether appointment of that Priest (in connection wdth the Isfts), 

SUTRA (38). 

It belates to what has been laid down ”, — this be dbgeb 

[then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

The following argument might be put forward — ‘‘The making of the 
Platform has been laid down as to be done on the Aupavaaathya Day in 
connection with the Darsha-sacrifiice, in the text' — ‘ At the Darsha- sacrifice^ 
on the previous day, he makes the Platform ’ ; — at this the commencement 
of the measuring out of the Platform is done by the Brahman-priest ; so that 
the Brahman -priest also is one whose appointment (like that of the Hotr) 
is made ‘ after the commencement of the Performance 

SUTRA (39). 

Not so ; becaitse thebe is no declabation. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been laid down as to be done at the Darska-sacrifitce, on the 
previous day, is the making, not the measuring out, of the Platform, — as 
there is no declaration ; the ‘ adopting ’ is done after the Brahman-priest has 
been ‘ appointed ’ in its own time ; as the ‘ Appointment ’ is for the purposes 
of the sacrificial performance.— “ But' the measuiing out of the Platform is 
done before its making, and there also the start is to be made by the Brahman- 
priest.” . ■ ■ . ■ 
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That is true ; in that ease here is another answer to the objection;— 
In the context of the Darsha-Purrmndsa, the making of the Platform has 
been laid down as to be done after the securing of the offering-materials ; — 
the Appointment of the Brahman-priest also has been laid down as to be 
done before the functions of that Priest begin; and as this must serve a 
visible purposes it is taken as serving the purpose of securing the services of 
the Priest. Such being the case, at the Darsha-sacfiflce, the waifeinp of the 
Wedi is ‘ anticipated ’ in obedience to the direct declaration to that effect ; 
and when this ‘ maldng ’ has been * anticipated the ‘ measuring out * is 
also ‘ anticipated — so also its commencement, as also the appointment of 
the Brahman-priest; because accessories follow the time and place of their 
Primaries. Under the circumstances, at the Paurrmmasa sacrifice, the 
appointment of the Brahman-priest is done at the time of the hringhig up 
of the Pranltd, while at the Da/rsha-saariflce, it is done on the previous day ; 
in both cases, before the functions of the Priest have commenced. Hence 
it follows that in both cases the Appointment serves the purpose of securing 
the services. Consequently this appointment of the Braliman-priest need not 
be done at each Bite, the services of the Brahman-priest having been already 
secured by the ikppointment done at the Soma-sacrifice, 

SUTRA (40). 

“So SHOULD IT BE IN THE CASE OF THE HOTE ALSO ”, — ^IF THIS IS UEOED 

[then the answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

BMsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If it is your view that — ‘ if the Appointment of 
the Brahman comes before the commencement of the Performance, — and 
before his Appointment there is nothing to foe done by that |)riest, — hence 
the Brahman-priest cannot be one whose appointment has been already 
made % — ^then the same should be the case with the Hotr also ; for the Ilotr 
also there is nothing to do before his appointment ; and his appointment also 
is not an act by itself.” _ 

SUTRA (41), 

Not so ; because of connection with Action. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, even before iiis Appointment, the Hotr is comiected 
with the definite action of Reciting the Sdmidhenl verses,- — as laid down in 
the text — ‘Before being appointed, he recites the Sdmidhems \ — From tliis 
it is clear that the Appointment of the Hotr is for an unseen pui’pose ; hence 
it should be done at the Diksamyd and other Istis in question. — xAs for the 
Appointment of the Brahman-priest however, it is for a visible piupose ; 
and as this purpose has been served by the Appointment at the Soma-sacrifice, 
the Appointment should not be done at the Istis in question. 



Adhikarana (19) : At the Atithyd-Isti, the ‘ Besprinhling’ 
etc. of the Grass are not to he done in connection 
with each Rite. 

[See in this connection Sutras 4. 2. 29-30.] 

SUTRA (42). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — '"I k coknectiok with the Ikjukctioh bbhatikg- to 

THE SaCEIEIGE, AS THE ACTS DOKE TO THE ESTABLISHED EHTITIES. 

ABE DISTIKCT, THEY SHOULD BE PEBEOBMED IK COH- 
KBCTTOK WITH EACH RlTE.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Soma-sacriflce, we read— ‘ The grass iised at 
thB Atithyd is also that of the Upasads and of the Agmso^miya ^ ; — at tliis 
there are certain acts done to the entity in the shape of the Chopped Grass, — 
such as Washing, Removal of Tips, Sprinkling of the Roots. 

In regard to these there arises the question — At the Atithyd and other 
l^pis, where the performances are distinct, are these acts to be performed 
separately with each performance ? Or the other performances are helped, 
through ‘ Extended Application % by the act that has been performed in 
connection with the Atithyd itself ? 

The Furvapahsa is as f ollows :■ — “ In connection with the Injunction relating 
to the Sacrifice, the injunction relating to the Atithyd, — in the form 
‘ The grass used at the Atithyd is also that of the Upasads ’ — the act that is 
done to the established entity should vary with each performance; as the 
rites of the Atithyd and the rest have distinct performances of their own ; 
and in regard to this we perceive the peculiarity that the Washing and other 
acts done at the performance of one Rite are subservient to that Rite ; con- 
sequently, with every other performance, they should be repeated. In this 
way there is to be repetition of each of the acts. There can be no ‘ Extended 
Application ’ in this case, because neither the Upasads nor the Agmsomlya 
are included in the Procedure of the Atithydl^ 

SUTRA (43). 

[SiDDHAHTA]— As, A MATTBB ' OF FACT, IT .IS HOT SO; BECAUSE IT HAS 

BEEK ALBEADY DOKE .'SPECIALLY AS THEBE IS DECLABATIOK 

OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the acts of Washing, etc. should not be done with 
each rite ; — why ? — because it has been already done ; i.e. these acts have been 
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already done to tlie Grass at the Atithya ; and as the GrasKS has become duly 
embellished by that, there can be no need for the performance of these acts 
again.— But Embeliishrnents snbserve the purposes of Rites, and in tliis 
case the Rites are different, so that the Embellishments must appertain to 
that Rite alone in connection with which they are pexiormed.” — ^The answer 
to tills is that though the Embellishments are subservient to the Rites, 
they do not become related to any one Rite directly, like the Ashandapaliha 
(?) ; in fact, they become so related only indirectly through the Grass;, ie, 
they become related to that Rite to which the Grass belongs. Now in the 
ease in question, the Grass is common to the Atithya, the Upasads and the 
Agmsomlya.— ^ 1S.OW do you know that — There is declaration of that; i.e. 
what the declaration ‘ the Grass at the Atithya is also that of the Upasads ■■ 
and the Agnlsomlya '* lays down is the fact of the Grass being common to 
the tliree Rites, and not the transference of any accessory details. That 
this does not refer to the remnant of another sacrifice has been explained 
under Sutra 4. 2. 30. Such being the ease, the Embellishments done to 
the Grass at the Atitliyd are useful at all the Rites in question ; and hence 
the Acts should not be repeated wuth each Rite. 



Abhikaraha (20) : The Mantra used at the AfAtliyd for the 
^ Starana ’ {Spreading out^ Scattering) of the Grass sho-iiM 
he repeated in connection with the other Rites. , 

SUTRA (44). 

On account of the place being different, the Mantra 

SHOULD BE REPEATED, 

BJidsya. 

At the same rite (of the Atithpd) there is the- M a, ntr a used after the 
^ Spreading’ of the Grass; — regard to that we proceed to consider the 
question— Is this to be recited separately at the Agmsomlya? Or 

will the Mantra recited at the Atithyd itself benefit the Agnlsomlya also, 
through * Extended Application’ ? 

The PuTvapahsa being that — ‘‘inasmuch as the Mantra is used in 
connection with the Grass that is common to both the Rites, there should foe 
an ‘ extended application ’ of the benefits of the Mantra recited at the 
Atithyd to the Agnlsomiya, — ^in accordance with the conclusions of the 
foregoing Adhilcarana ”, — ^the Siddkdnta in answer to it is as follows — The 
Mantra should he repeated^ i.e. should be recited separately in connection 
with the Agmsomlya , — ^Whj?- ? — Because of the place being different ; the 
two spots are different — {a) near the Northern Platform^, and (&) at the 
Prdgavamsha ; and when the places are different, the Spreading should be 
repeated, the Mantra that goes with the Spreading is — ‘ Urndmradasantvd 
strnAmi ’ ; so when the Spreading is repeated, it is only right that this Mantra 
also should be repeated ; as all accessories are regulated by their Primaries. — 
Then again, the ‘ Spreading ’ (of Grass) is meant to be an Embellisliment for 
the place ; — and at the Atithyd the place that has been embellished is that 
where the Prdgvamsha is located, not that of the Northern Platform ; so 
that if the Mantra> were not repeated, the Embellishment of the latter would 
remain defective. — From all this it follows that there vshould be repetition of 
the Mantra used in connection with the SpT'eading of Grass. 



ADHiKARAisrA '(21) : , Whm the Grass is taken over to another 
S'potj there shall be no repetition of the Mantras 
related to the ^ Sannuhana ’ and the f Havana 

SUTRA (45). 

[PUEVAPAKSA.] — ‘‘ So ALSO WITH' THE ‘ SANHAHAHA ^ (TxiHa HP): AHD 
' Habana ’ (Cabrying) ip this is urged [then the answer 
is as given in the next 

Blidsya. 

At the Agnlsomlya ofering, the Grass is taken (from the place of the 
performance of ihB Mitliy a) to the place of the Agmsomlya ; — ^in connection 
with the {a) Sannahana (Tying up) and (6) Harana (Carrying) of the Grass, 
Mantras have been prescribed [(a) ^ Pu§d ie granthim badhndtu\ and (5) 
^Brhaspatermm'dhndhardmi^}, 

In regard to this we proceed to consider the question— -Are these Mantras 
to be used %vhen the Grass is taken from one place to the other at the Agni- 
§omiya-offering ? 

The Fiirvapaksa is as follows : — “ The Mantras relating to the Tying up 
and the Carrying also should be treated similarly, — i.e. like the Mantra 
relating to the Spreading ; that is, they should be repeated separately. — 
Why ? — The reason has already been explained ; — ^viz. the two Mantras 
are related to the two acts of Tying up and Carrying , — and the acts are 
repeated, — hence it follows that the Mantras also should be repeated. Hence 
there should be separate recital of the Mantras F 

SUTRA (46). 

[Siddhanta]— Not so ; AS it is pob a dippbreht purpose, 

Blidsya, 

What has been suggested cannot be right.— Why ? — Because it is for a 
different purpose ; — ^when the Grass has been cut down, its Tying up and 
Carrying are done for the purpose of securing it (for the Sacrifice) ; and in 
connection with these two acts, the two Mantras have been laid down, — 
which speak of the Grass as hemg acquired ; these Mantras being— (a) PusM 
te granthim hadhndtu \ and (6) ‘ Brliaspatermufdhnd kardmi ^ — ^Wlien however 
the two acts (of Tying up and Carrying) are done for the purpose of carrying, 
from one place to another, of what has been already acquired, — inasmuch 
as tliis is a purpose totally different, and pertains to an act not comieetec! 
with the Archetype,— they cannot take up the Mantras ; — for example, at 
the Atiihyd itself, w^'hen the Grass is carried from the place of the Cdrhap)atya 
to that of the Ahavanlya, for the purpose of being washed, the Mantra con- 
nected with Carrying is not recited ; the same should be done in the case in 
question also. 


End of Pdda i of A dhydy a XII. 



ADHYAYA XII. 

PADA n. 


Adhikarana (1) : The ‘ Vihdra’ {Altar-Fire) is to he used 
only for Vedic perfor'inances. 

SUTRA (1). 

[POkvapaksa — cmdinued ) — “ The Altae shoxjld serve the ptjeroses 

OE WOBEDLY ACTS, BECATTSB IT IS CAPABLE OP 
DOING SO.” 

Ehasya. 

The term ^ vihdra^, ‘Altar’, stands here for the Triad of Fires — 
Gdrhapatya, Dahsindgni mxd Ahavamy a , — so called because oi ^ mhamna^ 
(act of jP^otemMng). 

[The question is— -Are these Fires to be used for Vedic (religious) acts 
only ? Or for secular acts only ? — Or for both ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ This Fire-triad should serve the purposes 
of — ^help to accomplish — the worldly acts — of Pdrvana, SthdUpaka and other 
rites, — and also other acts that are performed with the help of Fires, such 
as cooking t burning^ illumining and so forth because it is capable of doing 
so ; i.e. it is capable of being used for the throwing in of the oblations, 
and for the cooMng of things. — ^When the Fire is brought into existence,— 
in accordance with the Injunction ‘ The Brahmana should install the Fires 
in the spring — it is not in connection with any particular act ; hence it 
should be used for each and every such act as it may be capable of accom- 
plishing only thus w’ould its Bringing into Existence be useful.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[PiJBVAPAKSA — T he PBOHIBITIOK OF COOKIHG MEAT ALSO 
FOIOTS TO THE SAME COHOLHSIOH.” 

Bhdsya. 

The prohibition of cooking meat also points to the same conclusion ^ — 
as that arrived at through reasoning (in the preceding Sutra ) ; — ^this prohibi- 
tion being contained in the text— ‘ They should not cook meat ; if they did, 
they could make it fit for carnivorous animals ’ ; this cooking of meat must 
mean the ordinary cooking, as the cooking of meat for Vedic sacrifices is 
done at the Shdmitra Fire.” 
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SUTRA (3). 

[SiDDHANTA]— As A MATTEB OF FACT,,^ BECAUSE OF SBECIFICATION, THE 
FUEBOSE SEEVED MUST BE THAT OF THE VbDIC ACTS. 

BMsya. 

As a matter of fact, the said Vihdra (Fire-triad) should serve the pur- 
poses of the Vedic Acts, — ^aot of the worldly acts. — ^Why so l—Because of 
specification ; i.e. the purpose served by the Odrhapatya and other consecrated 
Fires {Gdrhapatya, Daksindgni and Ahavamya) is clearly specified in such 
texts as — ‘ Yaddhavanlye juhoti tena so" sydhhistah pnto bhavati ® [‘ When one 
pours oblations into the etc,’] ; the information desired at the 

time of the bringing into existence of these Fires, as to the purpose to be 
served by them, is supplied by these texts ; hence it follows that it is for 
the purpose of these (Vedic acts, like the Pouring of Oblations) that the Fires 
are brought into existence ; — and hence they should not foe used in con- 
nection with worldly acts. 

“ Tins may preclude such ordinary acts as the Cooking of Food and the 
like, not such acts as the cooking of the SthdUpdka-offering^ which also, as 
oblations, are capable of being poured into the Ahavanlya Fire.” 

Tills does not affect the case ; the text quoted — ‘ Yaddhavaniye juhoti ’ — 
is restrictive in its application ; in the absence of this text, it would be open 
to people to pour the oblations into the Ahavanlya Fire, as also elsewhere ; 
hence there is this restrictive injunction (that ^ Oblations should be offered 
in the Ahavanlya Fire only ’) ; such a restrictive injimction is possible only 
in cases where there is likelihood of no restriction being observed ; this likelihood 
is present in the case of Vedic acts alone, because for the ordinary worldly 
acts, the receptacle (substratum) has been definitely laid down as the 
Aupdsana Fire, Hence we conclude that it is not possible for these 
ordinary acts to be done in the Ahavanlya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 

Also because the ' Aupasaha Fiee ’ is found even when it 
(the FiEE-TEIAD) is THEBE. 

Bhdsya, 

Even when the Fire-triad is present, the Aupdsana Fire is mentioned as 
being used,— in the text, ‘ When one desires that the Kingdom should descend 
to his ohspring, for Mm the oblations should be offered into the Aupdsana 
Fire This text refers to a time when the Edjasuya Sacrifice has com- 
menced ; and at that time the Fire-triad is present there if then this same 
Fire-triad were to serve the purposes of the ordinary acts also, there would 
be no need for the Aupdsana Fire while the said Triad was there. 
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SUTRA (5). 

Also beoausb we find negation. 

BMsya, 

The following text indicates the negation of meat-coohing in the con- 
secrated Fii’e-triad — ‘ Mdmsiyanti ha vd, etc vidyate ’ ; this prohibits 

even the touch of meat in regard to the Fire-triad, apart from the 
bandha sacrifice ; — from this also it follows that this Fire-triad is not to be 
used in connection with ordinary acts. 

SUTRA (6). 

As REGARDS ' Me AT- COOKING IT IS THE FROHIBITION OF WHAT HAS 

BEEN ENJOINED ; BECAUSE OF CONNECTION WITH ObLATION- 

OFFERING. 

Bhdsya, 

As regards the argument tliat^ — “ the proliibition of cooking meat also 
points to the same conclusion’* (Su. 2), — the fact of the matter is that 
is the prohibition of what has been enjoined ; the cooking of the Omentum has 
been enjoined as to be done at the Ahavanlya Fire ; and it is the prohibition 
of this that is contained in the text quoted [- Mdmsam na pacheyuk, etc.’]. — 
How so ? — (a) Because the possibility of the cooking is there,^ — (b) also because 
of connection with oblation-offering,- — expressed in the text ‘ They do not 
cook meat at that Fire in which they offer oblations % which is the sentence 
following (supplementary to) the quoted text ; — it is into the Ahavanlya 
Fire that oblations are offered ; hence the prohibition quoted should be taken 
as referring to the cooking of the Omentum, 

SUTRA (7). 

Or, the text quoted may be taken as sufflementary to the 

ISOLATED INJUNCTION ‘ DaK§INASMIN, ETC/« : , ; 

Bhdsya* 

This is another answer to the Furvapaksa argument — It has been 
declared in the following text that the Lady is to cook the Food in the 
Daksindgni (one of the three consecrated Fires) — ‘ Yadd dmayadosdnmdmsam 
vratakdrye upddlyate tadd tanna dahsi^dgnau shrapayitavyam ’ If the meat 
is used on account of digestive troubles, then it should not be cooked on the 
Daksindgni^'] [which means that in all ordinary cases, the meat is to be 
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cooked on the Dahsindgni Fire] ; to this sentence, wMoh points to the cooking 
of meat as to be done on the Dahsindgni Fire, we have the supplementary 
statement ‘ apart from the meat * -—which declaration is found in connection 
with the text ‘ Yd samsvatl etc. % which speaks of the offering of 

oblations into the Dahsindgni Fire ; from this it follows that the prohibition 
in question refers to the DahsiTmgni. 


Abhikabana (2) : The ^ Gahe^ojfering ^ should he made m 
connection with the ‘ Savamya-animal \ 

SUTRA (8). 

[PtjBVAPAKSA] — T hebe SHotrLD be no Cake in connection toth the 
^ Savaniya ^ because it is eor the ptjrpose op coveeing 

TIP THE hole ’j and THIS PFBPOSE IS SERVED BY 
OTHERS.” 

Blidsya, 

[In connection with the Agm-somiya-animah sacrifice, the Cahe-offering has been 
enjoined ; — the Savamya-animal-sacrifice is an ectype (modification) of the Agm- 
somlya. The question is — ^In connection with the latter, Savaniya, should there be 
th^ Cake-offering ot VLOt ^ 

The FurvapaJcsa is as follows I??, connection with the Savaniya 
animal there should he no Cake, — ^no Oake-offering should be made.— Why ? — 
Because it is for the purpose of covering up the hole ; that the Cake is meant 
to cover up the holes of the Animal has been thus declared — ‘ When the 
omentum is taken out of the Animal, there is a hole in it, when the Cake of 
barley-corn is made, it covers up that hole and renders the Animal hole-less ’ . 
~And this purpose is served by others; (in connection with the Savaniya) 
tiiis purpose is served ‘by others’ — 'i.e. by the Savanlya-eahes [so that for 
the same purpose, Barley -cakes are not needed] ; there is the following 
declaration in connection with the Savamya-cakes — ‘At each extraction, 
Savanlya-cakes Cbve offered, for the purpose of covering up the holes and for 
securing hole-less-ness Thus, this purpose having been, already served, 
the other Cake becomes excluded.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[SlDDHiNTA]— As A MATTER OP PACT, THERE SHOTTLD BE MAKING OP THE 

Gaee-oppbring ; as it is por the sake op the Deity. 

Bhdsya: 

As a matter of fact, the Meat-Gake-offering must be made. — ^T^^hy ? — 
Because it is for the sake of the Deity ; it has been explained under Su, 10. 1. 11 
that this Cake serves the purpose of embellishing the Deity, specially because 
like the syllable ‘ svdhd \ the subsidiaries are always related to a purpose. — 
Nor is the Oake meant for ‘ covering up the hole as this statement is not 
in keeping with perceptible facts [the Oake does not cover up the hole made 
by the removal of the omentum] ; hence the statement should be taken as a 
purely commendatory declaration, in support of the injunction of the Oake- 
offering. In connection wiila the Savarhly a also, the same statement (regarding 
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the covering up of the Hole) is purely commendatory. Hence the Oak© 
oEetm-g should be made in connection with the Savamya, in accordance with 
the Oeneral Law. 

SUTRA (10). 

Also because we eibd ustdicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the declaration — ‘ At the Morning-Extraction, they proceed 
with the omentum, — at the Midday Extraction, with the Cake,— Mid at the 
Third Extraction, with the limbs ’ ; tliis sentence, which lays down the 
various procedures, mentions the Cake ; for this reason also the Cake offering 
has to be made. 


Adhikaeana (3) : In connecfdon with the ^ Savanlya^Gake ^ 
there shall he 7io ‘ Inviting of the Offefings-^naker \ 

SUTRA (11). 

At the SavakIya, thebe shall .be ho ' oefeeings-maheb ’ ; having 

BEEN INVITED IN CONNECTION WITH THE ' A,NIMAL-SACRIEIC1 % 
SHE WOULD BE THEBE ALREADY AND WOULD DO THE NEED- 
EUL, — INDEED, AT THE ARCHETYPE, SHE WERE 
MEANT FOB ALL THE OFFERINGS. 

Bhdsya, 

In eomiection with the Sammy a -calces, there shall be no ‘ Inviting of 
the Offerings -maker ’ ; — why ? — because having been invited in connection 
tvitk the Aninml-sacriflce,—aiid the Savaniyas fall within the Animal-eacrijfice, 
— she would be there already, and would do the needful, simply by way of 
^ extended application and there can be no need for inviting her again. 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no ‘ offerings-maker ’ at the Animal- 
saerihce ’ ; — the wife (who is the ofcrings-maker) is meant for preparing the 
vegetable and grain offering-materials and for threshing the corn ; as is going 
to be explained under the SamJcarsa Section that ‘ the wife is spoken of as if 
she were equal 

If, indeed, at the Archetype, she were meant for all the offerings ; — ^if the 
wife were meant to prepare all the various kinds of offerings — Clarified 
Butter, Vegetable and Grains, Oiud-Butter -Mixture, — -then the above 
question would arise. 

This is thus a purely hypothetical discussion. 
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Adhikara:^a (4) : At the Third Extraction, the ' Inviting 
of the Offerings-maher ’ is not to he repeated! 

SUTRA (12). 

;[PtJEVAPAK§A] — ''IH' COl^NECTIOK WITH THE CaKES OF THE ThIKB 
ExTBACTIOK, — ^AS ALSO WITH THE SaXJMYA ’ AHD / ISHVIHA ’ 
OEFEEINaS, — ^SHE SHOULD BE THERE ; AS THESE HAVE 
BBEH LAID DOWH AS TO BE MADE AETEK THE 
AHIMAL-OEEEBIKa HAS BEEH COOKED, 

AHD HENCE SHE TOLL HAVE 
FINISHED HER 
WORK.’’ 

Bhdsya. 

[At the Third Extraction, there is an offering of Cooked Rice to Sorna 
and also offerings of Oakes ; the question arises— -Should the offerings -maker 
be invited for the purpose of preparing tliis Cooked Rice ?] 

The PurvapaJcsa is as follows: — “In connection with the Cakes of the 
Third Extraction, — as also with the Cooked Rice-offerings to Soma and the 
Ashvina, — the ‘ offerings-maker ’ should be invited separately ; — ^why ? — 
because these offerings have been laid down as to he made after the Animal 
(Meat) has been cooked ; all those offerings in question have been laid down 
as coming after the meat has been cooked ; and by that time the * oSerings- 
maker ’ connected vsdth the Animal-offering will have finished her work 
and retired ; hence it is necessary to invite another offerings-makerP 

StJTRA (13). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTER OF FACT, BEING ENGAGED IN THE SACRIFICE, 
SHE WOULD BE FREE ONLY AT THE END OF THE SACRIFICE, 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, it is not necessary to invite another offerings -maker ; 
the one already invited would be there and do the needful. — She cannot be 
regarded as having done her duty and hence absolved from all further respon- 
sibility (after having cooked the Meat) ; because as a matter of fact, she is 
not so free. — ^Wliy ? — ^Because being engaged in the Sacrifice ; she has been 
engaged in the performance of the whole Pashubandha (Animal) Sacritice, — 
not only for doing certain things in the beginning, but for helping in the 
fulfilment of ail the accessories of the Sacrifice, — ^as is clear from the Mantra, 
^ Kastvd yunakti, sa tvd yunakti, etc with, which she has ’been engaged; — 
hence the right thing is that s/i-e should be free only at the end of the Sacrifice ; 
because it is just possible that some such contingency would arise under which 
she might be required to do something.— From all this it follows that it 
cannot be necessary to invite another offerings-maker. 



ABHiKARAisrA (5) : At the Nishi-Yajha {Nocttmml Bacrifice) 
the Procecliire of the Darsha-sacrifice is to be adopted. 

SUTRA (14). 

[PtJEVAPAKSA — continued] — At the Nisin-YAJlsrAs there can be no 

ROOM FOR THE ARCHETYPAL PROCEDITRB ; AS THIS SACRIFICE 
HAS BEEN BIRECTLY ENJOINEB/’ 

Bhdsya, 

There is the following declaration — ‘ Agnaye mhsoghm^§takapdlam 
nirvaped yo raJcsohhyo bihhiydt ’ [‘ One who may be afraid of demons, should 
offer the Oake baked on eight pans to Agni the Demon-destroyer ’] ; in this same 
connection we read again — ‘ On the Moonless Day one should perform the 
Sacrifice at night \ 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question — At this Nocturnal 
Sacrifice, should the Procedure of the DarsJia-sacrifice be adopted or not ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows — At the Nocturnal Sacrifice, there is no 
room for the Archetypal procedure ; i.e. the Procedure of the Darsha cannot 
be extended to it.— ‘ Why ? ^—Because it has heefi directly enjoi/ned ; — ^this 
Nocturnal Sacrifice has been enjoined directly, in the text ‘If one fears 
demons, he should offer, etc. etc.’— ‘ What if it is so enjoined ? ’ — From this 
it is concluded that this Sacrifice has come into existence independently, 
by itself, — and does not form part of the Procedure of any other Sacrifice, — 
in the manner in which the ‘ meat -cake -offering ’ forms part of the Agni- 
somly a- Animal-sacrifice, as laid down in the text — ^Vapayd pracharya, etc.’ 
[‘After having dealt with the Omentum, he offers the meat -cake baked on 
eleven pans, to or in the manner in which the Vaisnava 

offering forins part of the Vaishvadeva-o^&rijig, as laid down in the text, 
^ Yadadho''va7nrdyUa yachcha sphya dshlishyeta tad vimave uruhramdya 
avadyU ^ [‘ What falls down below and what becomes smeared in the Sphya 
should be offered to Visnu-Urukrama ‘ The presence of the 

term anmvdsydydm, on the Moonless Day, clearly indicates that the offering 
spoken of falls within the Amdvdsyd {Darsha) sacrifice^. — Answer — ^The term 
‘ amdvdsyd '* is not the name of a sacrifice ; in fact, it denotes point of time ; 
by direct denotation, it stands for the partierJar point of time, and it is only 
by indirect indication that it can stand for the Sacrifice (performed at that 
time) ; and dhect denotation is more logical than Indirect Indication. Thus 
then, when the Sacrifice in question is not found to be mentioned as part of 
the procedure of any particular sacrifice, the procedure of which sacrifice 
could it take in — ^Tt follows from this that the Sacrifice in question is 
independent (and must have its own distinct Procedure).” 
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- /. SUTRA- (15)/, 

[PuEVAPAKSA— — ''T hebe shoxjlb be a distinct peoceddre^ 

■ BEGATJSE .THERE IS DIEEEEENCE OE TIME AND 
. SENTENCE.” 

Bhasya, 

(a) Became there is difference of time, and (6) because there is difference 
o/ sentence [therefore the Procedure should be distinct]. 

“ (a) Difference of time — ^The Kocturnal Sacrifice in quevstion is perfornied 
on the Moonless Day at nigM, wlMie the Darsha^sacrifice is performed on the 
New Moon Day during the day ; if the Procedure of the Darsha were adopted 
at the ISTocturnal Sacrifice, it would be defective on the point of time and 
hence could iiot benefit tliis latter sacrifice. — ‘ How then can such benefit be 
conferred ? ’—It can be conferred only in the way in which the Fraydjas 
help the MeaPcake-offering, only when they are performed while the Animal 
is still there ; the reason for which has been already explained above (under 
Su. 12. 1. 4), where it has been shown that ‘ there should be no repetition 
simply for the benefit of an accessory detail — ^In the present ease (of the 
Nocturnal Sacrifice) ih.e Darsha-sacrifice will not have been performed on the 
day ; hence its procedure shoxild be independent (of the Darsha), in order to 
be free from that defect.— (6) Aiso became there is difference of sentence; 
— ^the two sentences— ‘ One should perform the Darsha-sacrifice on the 
Moonless Bay ’ and ‘ On the Moonless Day one should perform the sacrifiee 
at night ’ — occur in two different places ; on© is found in the section on 
‘ Darska-Purnamdsa % and the other in the section on ‘ Prospective Sacrifices \ 
— ‘What if it is so?’ — -If the two were in the same place, then, it would 
have been understood that the Sacrifice laid down (in the second sentence) 
as to be performed ‘ at night % is on that same day that has been mentioned 
for the Darsha-sacrifice in the first sentence, ‘ one should perform the 
sacrifice on the Moonless Day ’ ; and this would mean that the sacrifiee at 
night is included in the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice, When howex^er, 
the sentences are found in two different places, it follows that the Moonless 
Day has been laid down as the time for the Nocturnal Sacrifice in the same 
manner as for the Darsha-sacrifice (so that there is no Interdependence 
between the two, both being equally independent). When two sacrifices are 
performed at the same time, there can be no question of ‘ extended applica- 
tion ’ ; for instance, though the Ectypal Istis are performed at the same time 
as the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, yet they do not depend upon (or take in) 
the Procedure of the Darsha-Pur^mdsa, — ^From all this it follows that the 
Procedure (of the Nocturnal Sacrifice) should be different (from that of tlie 
Darsha-Sacrifice)d ’ 
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SUTRA (16). 

IPtjRVAPAKSA— COmcIwiei] — ThE ' LEYELLIBO OF THE PLA.TFOEM ’ ANB, 
THE ‘ Vow ’ HOWEVER SHOYTLB BE THE SAME, AS (OTHERWISE) . 

THEBE WOULD BE AX INCONGRUITY/’ 

Bhdsya. 

‘"The qiiestion being — ^if this is the absolute rule that the whole 
procedure (at the aSToeturnal Sacrifice) should be different, — -the answer is 
that that is not so ; the two details, — of Levelling the Platform and keeping' 
■the Vow should he the same', when the Levelling of the Plalforni has been done 
a-t the Darsha-sacrifice, there can be no need for levelling it again, in fact, it 
would be onlj' spoiling what has been already done ; — as for the Vov) (that 
has been taken up in eonneetion with the Darsha), so long as it has not bean 
relinrpiished, it cannot be taken up again; even if it were taken up, it would 
be only doing what has been already done and hence entirely futile.—These 
two details therefore should remain the same for the Nocturnal Sacrifice/’ 


SUTRA (17). 

[SiDDHANTA] — A s A MATTER OF FACT, IT SHOULD HAVE THE SAME PROCE- 
DURE, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED IN THE MIDST OF THAT 

Procedure; — ^like the Savaniya. 

Bhusya, 

As a matter of fact, the Nocturnal Sacrifice should have the same Procedure, 
— i.e. the Procedure of the Darsha-Sacrifice, — ^and it should not be indepen- 
dent by itself.— “ Why ? ” — Because it has been enjoined in the midst of that 
Procedure; as a matter of fact, the Nocturnal Sacrifice has been enjoined 
in the midst of the Procedure of the Darsha-Sacriflce, in the sentence — 
‘ One should make the offering at night, on the A'tndvdsyd \ — “It has been 
pointed out that the term ‘ amdvdsyd ’ here stands for the thne (day) not 
for the sacrifice (of that name, ParaM) True, the term denotes time ; 
but that time also forms part of the Procedure ; so that being enjoined in 
connection with that time, th.e sacrifice Siilm comes to be enjoined in the 
midst of that same Procedure. — As in the case of the Savanlya ; the Savanlya 
cakes, for instance, have not been enjoined in reference to the ‘ Animal - 
sacrifice and yet they are taken as enjoined in the midst of the Procedure 
of that sacrifice, on the ground that the place in which they are enjoined 
is included in the Procedure of the Animal sacrifice. Similarly the Nocturnal 
Sacrifice in question falling in the midst of the Procedure of the Darsha- 
sacrifice, cannot, like the Nammt/a, stand by itself. 
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SUTRA (18). 

The same ' Fuel' aistd Gbass ’ howevee gaknot help the Noctubihal 

SaGBIEICE, BY EEASOK OF BEEEOTIVEHESS ; SO ALSO THE AgHYANV- 
IDHAKA (SeCOKDABY FiEE -INSTALL ATIOK), IE IT IS FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE UeITY. 

Bhdsya. 

Qmstion — “ Is this an absolute rule that all the needs of the Noctiunai 
Sacrifice are fulfilled by the Procedure of the Darsha-sacrifice ? ” 

Answer — ^Not so; that same ‘Fuel and Grass’ would not serve its 
purpose.— Why ? — By reason of defectiveness ; the Fuel is meant for the 
kindling of the Fire ; if it is placed on the Fire on the New Moon Day, it 
cannot accomplish the Idndling of the Fire at the Nocturnal Sacrific© 
which is performed on the (preceding) Afoonless Night similarly the 
Grass also, which is for the piupose of being spread over the Platform. In 
case both these (Fuel and Grass) were applied to the Nocturnal Sacrifice, 
this sacrifice would certainly become defective ; hence these two should b© 
brought in separately. 

So also the Agnycunvddhdna, if it is for the purpose of adopting the deity ; 
if the Agnyanvddhdna is meant for the piupose of adopting the Deity, 
then that also should be p)erformed separately (for the Nocturnal Sacrifice). 
The Agny anvMJmna thBt is done at the primary sacrifice (DaraAa) takes 
in the deities of the Darsha-sacrifice i—ihoy Eahsoghna Agni is not for the 
purpose of including those deities ; if then, the Anvddhdna of that Fire is 
for the maintaining of the Fire, then, as this maintaining of the Fir© has 
been done already at the primary sacrifice, it should not be done again to 
the Fire. — But that the Agnyanvddhdna in question is for the purpose of 
adopting the Deity is shown by the following supplementary declaration 
— ‘ Mamdgne varcho viham ..... devatd eva purvedyuh parigrMtdh shmhhute 
y agate, 



Adhikaeana (6) : The ‘ Arambhanlya-Isti ’ should he 
performed at the Ectypal sacrifices. 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent raises the following questions 

SUTRA (19). 

[PtJR.VAPAKSA] — ''A t the Ectypae sacrifice, the ArambhanIyI shale. 

NOT BE PERFORMED ; BECAUSE IT FALLS MHTHIN THE TIME OF 

THE Archetype, — ^and in. connection with this 

LATTER, it HAS BEEN ALREADY" PERFORMED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The question being — at the Ectypal sacrifices, siionld the Aramhhamyd 
connected with the Darsha-Purnamdsa be performed or not ?— the Purva- 
pahsa is as follows: — “It shall not be performed; — ^why ? — because it falls 
tinthmtJie time of the Archetyjoe ; the ‘ Archetype ’ is the Darsha-Puniarndm, and 
its tAme has been laid down as« — ' One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
as long as one lives' ; and all Ectypal sacrifices fall witliin tliis time (‘life 
long ’ ) ; — and in connection with this latter, it has been already performed ; 
i.e. at the begimiing of the life-long performance of the Darsha-Purrfamdsa , 
the Afamhhamyd has already been performed ; and it has been explained 
under Sii. 9. 1. 35 that ‘ Inasmuch as the performance lasts throughout 
one’s life, there is to be a single beginning once only ’ -and the Aram- 
hhanlyd, thus performed once, would benefit the Ectypal sacrifices also, 
through ‘ extended application ’ ; hence there should be no separate 
performance in connection with these.” 

SUTRA (20). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE PERFORMANCE 
OF IT, BECAUSE THE TIME IS NOT AUXILIARY TO IT. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Arambhanlyd should be performed at the 
ectypal sacrifices. — Why ’—Because it comes in by virtue of the General 
Law, — “ But it has been pointed out that, inasmuch as the Arambhanlyd 
falls witliin the time of the Archetype, it helps the Retypes by ‘extended 
application’ therefrom [and hence it should not be performed over again, 
separately in connection with the ectypes] — But the time ‘life-long ’ is 
not an auxiliary to the Archetype ; it is a detail belonging to the Performer, 
as shown under Su. 2. 4. 2 ; i.e. the said time appertains to that ‘ observance ^ 
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which belongs to the Performer ; the time for the DarsJia-Fummiasa itself 
being the M and the Full -Moon Day. From this it is clear 

that the Ectypes do not fall within the Procedure of the performance of the 
DarsJm-Puf'mmdsa ; hexiee the Arambhanlyd cannot help them by ‘ extended 
application 

Objection — “ The incongruity pointed out by the Purvapaksin was 
based on one thing, while the answer given by the Siddhantin is on the basis 
of something totally different ; the incongruity pointed out was on the basis 
of the time ‘ life-long ’ being that of the Darsha-Purnamdsa, while the answer 
offered is on the basis of the idea that the said time pertains to the Performer’s 
observance.” 

Answer — There are answers on the basis of other explanations also (as 
the following). 

StJTRA (21). 

Also because of the biffebence m the ' BEGiHNrN'G 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ A mm6/ia ’ (Beginning) of the Ai’chetype is different from that of 
the Eetype ; at the time that the beginning of the Archetype comes in, the 
Ectype has not come into existence at all; as it is prompted by a certain 
desire or by a particular occasion hence the ‘ drambka beginning, of the 
Ectype cannot be accoxnplished by that of the Archetype. Thus then the 
Aramhha of the two being different, the Ara7nhliamyd-l§ti, which is consequent 
upon the Aramhha, must be different ; so that there should be a separate 
performance of the Aramhhanlyd at the Ectypal sacrifices. 



Adhikaraista {!) : When there is conflict among details of 
the Main sacriflces, the details ^performed should be 
those appertaining to a majority of them. 

StJTRA (22). 

When there is congregation of Sacrifices with mutually incom- 
patible DETAILS, THE COURSE ADOPTED SHOULD BE SUCH AS TO 
SECURE THE DETAILS COMMON TO THE LARGEST 
NUMBER. 

Bhdsya. 

In the ‘ Panchadashardtra ’ (Fifteen Days) Sacrifice, the first ‘ day ’ 
consists of the one-day sacrifice of the ‘ Agnistut ’ ; — then comes the ‘ three 
■days’ sacrifice ’ consisting of ‘ Jyotih-Gauh-Ayuh ’ ; — the remaining ‘ Eleven 
Days’ are modifications of the Archetype Dvddashdha^ ('Twelve Days’ 
sacrifice’). — ^When there is a conflict — incompatibility — among the details of 
these ‘ Eleven Days ’ and those of the ‘ Agnistut [these two having different 
details, as being modifications of different Archetypes], —the question 
arises— Should the details adopted be those of the ‘ Eleven Days or those 
oi th.Q Agnistut t 

Objection — “It has been already settled under 7. 4. 15, that when 

there is a conflict between the indications of the General Law and those of 
the 'Name’, the details adopted should be those of the ' One-day ’ sacrifice 
[i.e. according to A'ame].” 

Answer — The conclusion arrived at there is now discussed again from 
another standpoint. Or we may regard the present discussion to be based 
upon the conflict between the indications of twm ‘ Names ’ [not between 
those of the General Law and those of the ‘ Name as under 7. 4. 15]. 

The Siddhdnta on the question raised is as follows : — When there is 
congregation^m. the ‘ Fifteen Days’ sacrifice — of sacrifices with mutually 
incompatible details^ — e.g. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ and the ‘ Agnistut \ 
— the course adopted should he such as to secure the details common to the largest 
mi7nber, — Le. of the ‘ Eleven Days’ sacrifice ’ ; i.e. the details adopted should 
be those of the ‘Eleven Days’ sacrifice On what grounds?” — On 
the ground of the largest number itself ; when a large number of sacrifices is 
equipped with full details, the result obtained is a larger one ; whereas when 
only one sacrifice is equipped with fuH details, the result obtained is a small 
one. Such is found to be the case in ordinary life ; e.g. when in a room 
there are eleven lamps fully equipped with oil and wicks, the light obtained 
is a strong one, whereas in the other ease (if there is only one lamp so 
equipped), the light obtained is a one. 

“ What would be the practical efiect of this conclusion in the case in 
question?” 

The effect is that while the Subrahmanyd verse at the Agnistut {one-day 
sacrifice) is the Agneyl^ — that at all the other ‘ Days ’ it is the Aihdru [Hence 
it is the Aihdri that should be adopted.] 



ADHiKARAijrA (8) : When the conflicting details belong to an 
equal number of sacrifices, that belonging to the first 
one should he ado^pted. 

SUTRA (23). 

The PRINCIPAL ONE SHOULD BE ADOPTED, BECAUSE OP ITS INJUNCTION 

COMING FIRST. 

BMsya. 

In a case where the conflict is between the Detail of an equal number of 
Main Sacrifices, that detail should be adopted which is the principal one ; 
e.g. there are the two details laid down in the two texts — -‘One should ofier 
to Agni-Visnu the Cake baked on Eleven Pans and 'In the afternoon, 
one offers the Clarified Butter to Samsvati " the course adopted is 

that related to Agni-Visnu which is the principal one why ? — because its 
injunction comes first ; i.e. because it has been enjoined before the other one ; 
i.e. in the Vedic texts, the one bearing upon Agni-Vismi comes first in order 
of sequence, hence that is the course that should be adopted; because the 
details appertaining to this course are without opposition from any quarter 
(as no other details have been enjoined previously) ; while as regards the 
other course relating to Sarasvatl, the detaiis relating thereto are faced bj" 
the opposition of the injunction that has gone before it ; the details relating 
to the second deity {Sarasvafi) comes in after those relating to the former 
{Agni-Visnu) ; and when the details of the former have been already per- 
formed, the latter also has its purposes served by the same, so that the 
details relating to this latter become excluded. 

Some people think that in every case it is the course relating to the 
first one that should be adopted. — According to these, in the case of the 
‘Fifteen Days’ Sacrifice’ also the details adopted should be those relating 
to the principal (first) one. 

SUTRA (24). 

There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion. 

BMsya. 

There is a text also which points to the superiority of what comes first 
in order of sequence — ‘ Adhvarasya purvamathdgneh updyi hi etat Mmia 
yadagniharma ’ ; and again, ‘ Yathd vai purvdvasdyino jaghanydq^asdymdm 
na niyante nehdmsyasi nehdmsyasUi evamevwitaV , 



Abhikabana (9) ; When there is conflict among the details' 
oj Stibsidiaries and Primaries, the details of the Primary 
are to be regarded as superior in authority. 

SUTRA (25). 

When there is conflict among the details of Subsidiaries (and- 
Primaries), — ^inasmuch as it is for that purpose, [it is 

THE FORMER THAT SHOULD BE EXCLUDED]. 

BJidsya, 

In connection with the J yotistoma, there is the Dlhsainyd-lspi^ laid down 
in the text — ‘When going to be initiated, one should offer to Agni-Vi^m 
a, cake baked on eleven pans ’ — hi course of this Ispi^ there is the jSutyd 
‘ Day ’ ; — ^tlie time for these t'wo are the two Parvans^ according to the text — 
‘One who performs the or the Animahsacrifice, or the Sama-mcrifice, 
should perform it on the Moonless Day or the Fuil-Mbon Day — ^In 
connection with all tins, there are cases where ‘ there is one Initiation and 
three Upasads ’ [the latter behig done on the Sutyd dayl ; — when there is a 
oonflict regarding the time, the question arises — should the Initiation be 
performed on the prescribed Parva-day, and the Sutyd on a Non-Parva-day ? 
or vice-versa ? 

The Ptirvapaksa is that “ the Initiation should be performed on the 
prescribed day, as that is the first to be enjoined.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — In a case where there 
is conflict between the details of the Subsidiary and the details of the Primary, 
it is the details of the subsidiary that should be excluded. — Why "i— Because 
it is for that pappose ; as a matter of fact, the performance of the subsidiary 
is made complete in its details only with a view to making the performance 
of the Primary perfectly complete in all its details ; if then, it so happens in 
any case that the adoption of the details of the Subsidiary makes the Primarj' 
defective, — ^what would be the use of making the subsidiary complete 
in its details ?— From all this we conclude that it is the Sutyd that should 
be performed on the Parva-day (prescribed), the Diitiation being done on a 
Non-Parva-day. 



Adhikabaka ( 10 ) : In connection tdth the ‘ Paridhi the 
details of both the ‘ Paridhi ’ and the ‘ Y upa ’ 
should he performed. 

SOTEA (26). 

The Paeidhi should take m the details oe both, because it serves 

BOTH rUEPOSES. 

BhSeya. 

In connection with the CMtiirmasya sacrifices, which involve the sacrifice 
of animals, — we read — ‘They tie the animal to the Paridhi — [At the 
Archetype, the animal is tied to the Yupa, Post. — There are certain details, 
sneh as washing and the rest, relating specifically to the Paridhi ; and then 
there are the details prescribed in connection with the Yupa. — ^There arises 
the question therefore—Wlien the Animal is tied to the Paridhi, should the 
details performed in relation to the Paridhi be those laid down for the Paridhi 
itself ? Or those laid for the Yupa oxhj ? or both ?] — The Siddhmita is 
as follows : — The Paridhi should take in the details of both, — i.e. the details 
prescribed for the Paridhi itself, as well as those prescribed for the Yupa* — 
“ Why so ? ” — Because it serves both purposes ; because in this case the 
Paridhi serves the purpose of the Paridhi — ^viz. the Protection of the Fire,— 
as well as that of the Ywpa, — viz/: the tying and consequent helplessness of 
the animal; — and the performance of the details is alwa5J^s regulated by 
the purposes served by them hence both sets of details should be per- 
formed, all those that may not be incompatible for instance, {a) Besfirink- 
ling with water mixed with Barley, Annointing and Covering, which are the 
details prescribed for the Yupai 8'nd (b) the Tying up of Fuel, washing ^ 
annointing with the Mantra ‘ Juhvdvasururash etc, \ and ‘ Abhydsrdvana ’ 
(the Pouring of Clarified Butter ?), which are the details prescribed for 
the Paridhi, 



:Abhik ARANA (11) ; In comiection wiik the PcmdM \ Mete, 
shall he no performance of such details of the Yupa ’ 
as may he incompatible. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PuRVAFAKSA] — In the case of incomp ATIBILIT r, THE DETAILS 

RELATING TO THE ' YtjPA ’ SHOULD BE ADOPTED ; BECAUSE OF 
IMMEDIATE CONNECTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ When there is incompatihUity [between the two sets of details] those 
relating to the ‘ Yupa ’ shall be adopted, not those relating to the ‘ Par MM ’ ; 
because of immediate connection; the Animal is the principal factor ; — as 
it is that which accomplishes the sacrifice; and what is immediately con- 
nected with the Animal is the Yupa, which helps the animal directly and 
hence it is more intimately related to it ; while the Paridkl is related directly 
to the Fire, and the Fir© with the offering -material, so that the ParidM is 
related to the Animal only remotely ; and between what is intimately related 
and what is remotely related, the former is more authoritative. — Why 1 — 
Because the notion of the intimate comes first, and those details that serve to 
accomplish transcendental results, when not related directly to any such result, 
come to be recognised as pertaining to the subsidiaries ; hence the notion 
regarding those turns back from the main act and falls back upon the 
subsidiaries, and hence becomes concentrated in the most intimate detail, — 
then to the next non-intimate detail ; and it remains fixed upon that on 
wMeh it falls first of all; — there being no reason for passing it over. — 
From all tliis it follows that when there is incompatibility, the details 
adopted should be those relating to the Yupa specifically. — ‘ What are these 
details ? ’ — Scraping, Baising, and Planting in the groundP 

StJTRA (28). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, IT IS THE OTHER THAT SHOULD 
BE ADOPTED, AS IT IS THAT THAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED IN THAT CONNECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In the event of the details of the Yupa being incompatible, the other 
one should he adopted ; — ^why ? — because it is that that has been enjoined in 
that coyinection ; — the function of the Yupa, — viz. : tying of the animal — ^has 
been enjoined as to be done to the ParidM ; the text ‘ They tie the animal 
to the ParidM \ fixes upon the piece of wood the character of ^ParidM'' 
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-and then speaks of the tying as to be done to it ; and this latter is understood 
as to be done in such a way as not to deprive the wood-piece of its character 
of ^ Faridhi ’ ; in fact it is always prescribed as such, as we find in the case 
of the text — ‘ The stake in the farmyard becomes the Yilpa ’.—If the Paridhi- 
wood were scraped and raised (as laid down in connection with the Yupa), 
it would lose its character of ^ Parid'hi\ wMch must have the bark on and 
winch must lie on the ground horizontally; — and when the wood would 
cease to be ^ Paridhi% the direction of Hying the animal to the Pand/w ’ 
would not be followed literally. 

SUTRA (29). 

Ik both oases, the oonkeotiok is with the shbsidiaby. 

Bhdsya. 

In both eases, the details are connected with the subsidiary, — and not 
with the Primary, in any ease. — As, for the Proximity (‘immediate connec- 
tion’, spoken of in Sutra 27), there can be no help rendered by such 
Proximity ; hence it can have no effect. — ^It follows from this therefore that 
the details adopted should be those relating to the Paridhi, 



Adhikabaista (12) : As between the ^ Savafwya-Animal \ and 
the ‘ Pufoddsha \ the former* is the Principal Factor, 
and the Procedure of that same should be 

adopted. 

SUTRA (30). 

[PIJEVAPAKSA] — '' As BETWEEN THE ‘ SaVANIYA-AnIMAL ^ AND THE 

‘ Savaniya Cake thebe should be option ip it is 

' ECTYPAL ’ IN CHABACTER ; BOTH BEING SDCH AS ARB 
NOT DIRECTLY LAID DOWN.'’ 

Bhdsya, 

[In connection with the Jyotistoina^ the Savanlya- Animal has been laid 
down ; the details of tills come in from the Archetypal Animal-sacrifice, 
under the General Law ; — ^similarly the offering of Savanlya Cake also has 
been laid down, of which also the details come in from the Archetypal Cake- 
sacrific© imder the General Law. — ^ISTow then, at the Savanlya performance, 
both these details are open to adoption ; wliich one of the two sets of details 
shall be adopted — ^that relating to the Animal-sacrifice ? Or that relating 
to the Oahe-oJfei'ingAI 

On this question, the PurvapaJcsa is as follows — “ There being a 
possibility of the details of the Savanlya Animal, as well as those of the 
Savanlya Cake, being adopted,— should he option ; that is, either the 
Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice may be adopted in connection with the 
Savanlya Cakes, or the Procedure of the Savanlya Cakes may be adopted in 
connection with the Animal -sacrifice. — Why so ? — ^Because there is no ground 
for differentiation ; as neither are the Cakes laid down under the Procedure 
of the Ammal-sacrifice, nor is the Animal laid down under the Procedure of 
the Cake-offering ; both stand by themselves, independentlj?- of one another ; 
as is clear from the two texts — {a) ‘Taking up the cup dedicated to the 
'[■Ashvins . . . . , he offers the Savanlya arvimaV, and (6) ‘At each extraction, 
Savanlya Cakes are offered ’.- — ^Between these two, if the Procedure of either 
one had been directly laid down, — ^while that of the other were purely 
implied, — ^then, in that case, the former wnulcl be the Principal factor and 
the latter would be subject to ‘ extended application’; — as a matter of 
fact, however, both at e such as are not directly laid down, — Animal being 
‘ Ectypal ’, and so also the Cakes ; hence even this ground for differentiation 
is not available. Oonsequently, inasmuch as both are equally admissible 
only indiiectly under the General Law,, the purposes would be served by 
either of the two. Hence there should be option, — Objection — ‘ It is definitely 
knomi that the Anmal it is not right therefore that the Sutra 

should have used the doubtful expression it is Ectypal \ — Answer— Even 
in matters admitting of no doubt, such doubtful expressions are used ; for 
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instance, in the following saying — ^ B^ahmaf^s learned in the Vedas who* 
perform several sacrifices, reach the highest stages.--—^/ the scriptures we 
reliable'' is no doubt that the scriptures are reliable; and yet the 

doubtful expression has been used].” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiDBHANTA]— A s A MATTEE OF FACT, THE PrOCEDUEE OF THE ' AmMAL- 

sacrifice’ should, be adopted (at THE 'Cake-offering’), 

BECAUSE OF ITS SPECIFIC DECLARATION WHICH WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS, IF THERE WERE OPTION. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Procedure of the " Animal-sacrifice should he 
extended to the Oake-ofierings, and there can be no option. — “Why — 
Because of its specific declaration ; a special detail of the Animal-sacrifice has 
been laid down in connection with the Cake-offerings, in the following 
declaration - — ^ Suktavdhpraisamagnimddyati '’ this declaration would be 
meaningless, if there were option ; because the particular detail would come 
in, even without this declaration, in the case of one of the options. On 
the strength of the said declaration,— which would otherwise become mean- 
ingless,— the particular detail in question has to be regarded as an essential 
feature (in the Cake-offering) (not admissible merely as one optional altera- 
tive). This detail could not come into the Cake-offering hj ‘extended 
application ’ ; as in that case, the Praisa (Direction) would have to be pro- 
nounced by the Maitrdvaruna Priest ; while there is no such Priest at the 
Cake-offering, at which there are only Pour Priests, according to the text 
‘ At the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, there are four Priests ’ (among whom 
the Maitrdvaruna is not included). At the Animal-sacrifice, the Maitrti- 
varuna Priest is present ; hence if the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice 
comes in, there will be no incongruity or defect; on the other hand, if the 
Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, either the number of Priests 
would have to be transgressed, or the Praisa would have to be pronounced hy 
some one who is not the Maitrdvaruna; and both these contingencies would 
involve incompatibility with the Archetype.— From all this it follows that 
it is essential that the Procedure of the ‘ Animal -sacrifice ’ alone should be 
adopted. 

SUTRA (32). 

There is also a ' dragging on ’ of the Animal-sacrifice; as there 

IS INJUNCTION IN THE MIDST OF THE PROCEDURE. 



Then again, there is a ‘ dragging on " of the Procedure of the Animal- 
sacrifice,— as is clear from the text— ‘ They operate upon the omentum at 
the Morning Extraction, upon the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and 
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.tipon the ..limbs ,Et:tlie Evening Extraction’ [where the Oa&e' occurs .in the 
middle] ; — it is only by reason of this ‘ dragging on ’ (of the Procedure of the 
Animal-off erhig), that this injunction of the Cake in the midst of the Procedure 
of that offering becomes explicable. The procedure relating to. the Cakes 
.of , the Morning Extraction is finished at the Morning Extraction,, as laid 
.down in the text — ‘ The Oakes relating to the Extractions are offered a0 
each extraction ’ ; there would be no possibility of the Animal coming in in 
the midst of the Procedure of the CaJce-offering, because of the break between 
the Cakes (of the Morning Extraction) and the operation on the limbs (at the 
Evening Extraction). In the present case the only doubtful point is regarding 
the coming in of the Animal along with the Oakes of the Morning Extraction, 
the other Oakes, being, without any doubt, included in the midst of the 
Procedure of either the Oakes of the Morning Extraction, or the Animal - 
sacrifice. 

Objection — “In accordance with the declaration that ‘They proceed 
with the Anuydjas after the offering to Agni-MaTuts\ there being a ‘post- 
ponement ’ of the Anuydjas, the Procedure of the Cake-offering also becomes 
extended on that account.” 

Answer — ^Not so ; as the said ‘ Postponement ’ is that of those Anuydjas 
that pertain to the Animal-sacrifice. — “ How do you know that ? ” — ^It is 
found that there is to be ‘ disposal’ of the Svaru at the end of the Soma- 
sacrifice, as laid down in the text — ‘ At the end of the sacrifice, they throw 
away the grass-bedding, as also the Svaru, for securing the sacrifice from 
harm ’ ; — ^this is possible only if it has been ‘ postponed ’ (brought forward) 
along with the Anuydjas of the Anirnal-sacrifice ; it is not possible for it 
to be brought forward along with the Anuydjas of the Cake-offering ; because 
of the dictum that ‘ what comes in by extended application cannot be post- 
poned, because there is no connection ’ {Sutra 5. 1. 28) ; the time for these 
comes after the bringing in of the offering-materials ; what has been said 
regarding ‘ postponement ’ also refers to that situation. The Anuydjas 
relating to the Oakes of the Morning-Extraction, however, do not relate to 
that situation ; hence there can be no ‘ postponement ’ of these. — ^From all 
this it follows that it is the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice that has to be 
adopted. 

“ Why cannot there be a clear declaration to that effect ? ” 

This objection has been already answered ; the text in question would 
have two ‘ hands ’ so to say, while laying down two things — ^the particular 
disposal and also the particular time. 

From ah this it follows that the Procedure of the Animal-sacrifice should 
be adopted at the Cake-offerings and there can be no option in the matter. 
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Adhikarana (13) : Where the Archetype and the Ectype 
have similar Procedw'^e, that of the Ectype should be 

adopted. 

SUTRA (33). 

It IS 'THE' NEW ONE THAT.SHOELB BE ADOPTED AT THE ARCHETYPE, IF 

has similar Procedure ; because the , other is hon- 
. essential, and would be useless, , 

Bhdsya. 

Question — In a case where the Procedrire of the Archetype is similar to 
that of the Ectype, is it the Procednr© of the Archetype that should be 
adopted — or that of the Ectype ? \ ^ 

Objection — “ As a matter of fact, there is no Archetype whose Procedure 
is similar to that of the Ectype. ” 

Answer — That is why the conditional clause ‘ if it has similar Procedure ^ 
has been introduced, which makes it clear that the discussion introduced is 
a purely h;y^3othetical one. 

The PUrvapaksa is as follows — “If the Archetype is performed first, 
then the Archetypal procedure should be adopted, but if the Ectype is 
performed first, then the Ectypal procedure should be adopted. What-^ 
would be the right course to adopt in the case in question? — The right 
course is that the Archetype should be performed first ; because the 
Archetype is essential (compulsory), while the Ectype is only adventitious, 
as it comes in only if a certain desire or a certain contingency is present ; — 
and those that come first are always more authoritative than those that come 
later. Hence it is the Archetype that is performed first, and when an 
act is performed first, it is the Procedure of that act that comes in first, as 
its time lias arrived.-— Hence in the case in question, it is the Proeedure 
of the Archetype that should be adopted.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — It is the new om ^ — ■ 
i.e. the Ectypal Procedure,—- should he adopted at the Archetype^ — if if 
has similar procedure ; because the Ectype is not essential | as a matter of 
fact, the Ectype is not essential (or compulsory), it comes to be performed 
only when there is a desire or a particular contingency present ; — and that 
desire to act which is prompted by such contingencies always sets aside that 
desire which pertains to the Essential Act ; because the contingent desire appears 
while the desire for the essential is there • and hence the former could not 
appear without setting aside the latter ; in fact, if it did not set it aside, it 
would he useless, — ^the entire injunction of the Ectyp)e would become useless. 

— ^When the desire to do a certain act has come in, the performance of that 
act should come first ; hence it is the Retype that should be performed first ; 
and when that is performed first, it is the Procedure of that that should be 
adopted first, — ^for reasons already adduced under the Purvapaksa, — From 
all tins it follows that the Procedure of the Ectype should be adopted at the 
Archetype. 


Adhekabana (14): At the ^ Agrayana’ only ‘ Flowering 
Grass ’ should he used. 

Bhdsya, 

111 connection with the Agrayana sacrifice^ there is an oheriiig of Cake 
baked on one Pan, made to Dydm-prthim ; — this is an Ectyii© (modification) 
of Hh© offering of Cake baked on on© Pan’ that is made to Vishm-dew .; — 
in connection with tliis the ‘ Flowering Grass ’ has been laid down ; whereas 
in connection with the other two offerings made at the Agrayapa (viz, 
the Aindrdgna dAid th& Valshvadeva), the grass laid down is flowering 

or non-flowering* 

The question that arises is — ^At this sacrifice, is there to b© no restriction 
as to the using of Flowering or Non-flotvering Grass ? Or must only Flowering 
Grass be used ? 

The Furvapaksa is that — inasmuch as the Amdrdgna offering is the 
foremost, there should be no restriction (as there is no restriction regarding 
th.Q AindTdgna)'‘\ 

111 answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — 

SUTRA (34). 

The Pbooedttbb beihg the Gehebae ohe, the abditiohae detaie 

SHOULD BE EMPHASISED EVEN THOUGH LAID DOW IH OOH- 
HECTION WITH WHAT IS HOT THE EOBEMOST OEEEBIHG J 
AS THEBE WOULD BE HO IHCOMPATIBILITY AS 
IH THE CASE OE THE ' KaMSYA-BHOJIH h 

Bhdsya* 

The Procedure applicable to the case of the Amdrdgna and other 
offerings being the general one of the Sacrifice, the 

additional detail {Flowering Grass) that has been laid down specifically in 
connection with the one particular offering to Dydvdprthivl (which is on© 
of the three offerings in question, constituting the Agrayana Sacrifice), 
should he emphasised, — ^must be insisted upon as the only one to be used through- 
out all the offerings, — even though it has been -laid down directly in connection 
with the offering to Dydvdprthivl only y which is not the foremost among the 
offerings ; — ^because such a course would not involve any incompatibility ; — 
as in the case of the * Kamsya-bhojin^ ; there is the restrictive rule regarding 
the Pupil that he must eat in a bell-metal dish, — ^but there is no such restric- 
tion regarding the Teacher’s eating,— under the circumstances, if an occasion 
should arise for both of them to eat out of the same dish, the dish will have 
to be of bell-metal, even though this has been laid down in connection with the 
Pupil who is not the most important person ; — ^because otherwise there would 
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b© the omission, of an important duty (on the part of the Pupil, if he ate out 
of a dish of another metal) ; — -similarly in the ease in question also [even 
though the Flowering Grass has been restrietively laid down only in connection 
with the ofi^ering to Dydvaprthim, which is not the most important offering, 
yet it is the qualified Flowering Grass that should be used in connection with 
all the offerings; as otherwise, if non-flowering grass were used throughout, 
the offering to Dydvdprthwl would become defective by reason of the omission 
of what has been specially laid down for it].- — ^From all tliis it follows that it 
is not right that there should be no restriction. 



Abhikabana ( 15 ): At the Agrayamt^ the Procedure of any " 
one of the three offerings — Aindrdgna and the rest- 
may he adopted. 

SUTEA (35). 

IPu-bvapaksa]— “ By bbason of the ihtbodijctioh of that^ thebe 

SHOULD BE BBSTBICTIOH BlGABDINa THE PbOOEDUEE ; JUST AS 
THEBE IS BESTBIGTIOH BEGABDIHa THE PbOOBDUBE 
OF THE AiSTIMAL-SACBIFICE, OH ACCOUNT OF 
THE SUKTAVAKA.’’ 

Bhasya. 

[It has been settied that the Grass adopted should be the particular on© 
laid down in connection with the Offering to Dyavdprthim ; there arises now 
the question relating to the rest of the Procedure — Should it be that related 
to that same offering ? Or may it be that of any of the three offerings, there 
being no restriction ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — “ By reason of the introduction of tha % — ^ 
i.©. of the Flowering Grass ^ — ^it follows that the Procedure adopted shotxld be 
restricted to that of the V aishvadeva-offering (which is the ArchetjTpe of the 
offering to Dydvdprthivt, which therefor© takes in the Procedure of its Arche- 
type, under the General Law) just as it has been settied (under Adhi* 12) 
that the course adopted should be restricted to that of the Animal-sacrifice, 
by reason of the particular Suktavdka-Praisa that has been laid down speci- 
fically (for the Animal-sacrifice).” 

SUTRA (36). 

CSiDDHINTA] — ^A s A MATTEB OF FACT, IT SHOULD NOT BE SO ; AS THEBE 
IS NO INCOMPATTBILITy. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, there should be no restriction; — ^why ? — became 
there is no incompatihility ; the particular detail in question (Flowering Grass) 
is not incompatible with the other offerings ; hence it cannot be regarded as 
pertaining specifically to any one offering (that to DydvdprtMvl) only ; — 
and when it is not so specific, then it cannot serve to restrict any on© of 
the Procedures. In the ease oi the Suktavaka^ restriction was accepted, 
because the detail concerned appertained specifically to one thing, and hence 
it could serve as the basis for restricting one or the other. 
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SUTRA (37). 

Also BEOATTSE they have hot BEEK BRISOEIBED BY THE SCEIFTTOBS.. 

Ehdsya. 

Further, as a matter of fact, the Flowers have not been prescribed by the 
scriptures ; they come in only by virtue of the General Law.— ** What if 
that is so ? ” — If they had been prescribed by the scriptures, then, by reason 
of that indicative feature, which is peculiar to the Archet3^e, the Procedure 
would have been restricted to that of the Vaishvadem-offering (which is the 
Archetype concerned) or, by reason of the said Flowers appertaining to 
the offering to DymdprtMm under the General Law itself, their assertion would 
be superfluous,— and in order to avoid this superfluity, it would be taken 
as indirectly indicating the Procedure of the Vaishvadeva-offering as the 
one to be adopted,— the idea being that ‘ the procedure adopted must be 
that wherein the Flowering Grass is used ’.—As a matter of fact however, 
there is no scriptural text prescribing them. — ^Hence it follows that there can 
be no restriction regarding the Procedure to be adopted. 


:;|j| 
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End of Pdda ii of Adhydya X/J. 



\ ADHYlYA XIL 

PlDA III. 

Adhikaeana (1) : At the \ Astardtm ’ sacrifice^ there should 
be ^ combination ’ of \ Galf-shind and ^ Urmarn Cloth \ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA] — "‘AT ' THE YiSHVAJIT, ‘ CaLP-SKIK SHOULD BE WORK, 
BECAUSE OP THE, Name; otherwise, it should be^ the . 
'Unworh Cloth’, oh accouht op the larger 

HUMBER OF ‘ DAYS ’ BEIHG RELATED TO 
THAT PROCEDURE.” 

Bhdsya, 

There is an Ahina sacrifice of the name of ‘ Astardtra ’ (‘ Eight-Day- 
Sacrifice’); — connected with it are two Agnistoinas^ named ^ VishimjitA 
and * Ahhijit \ laid down in the text, ‘ Abhita uhhayato jyotih', madhye sadaliah, 
pashukdmo hyetena yajeta ’ [‘ There are two Jyotis at the two ends and the 
Sadaha, six-day-sacrifice, comes in the middle ; one desiring cattle should 
perform tliis sacrifice ’]. — ^In connection with the first of these, ‘ the one- 
day -sacrifice % Vishvajit, * Calf -skin’ has been laid dowm as to be worn by 
the person who has come out of the Avabhriha Bath, in the text — ‘ Coming 
out of the Avabhrtha, he puts on the Calf -skin ’. — At the Jyotistojna however 
(which is the Archetype of all the above sacrifices), the ‘Unworn Cloth’ has 
been laid down as to be worn. — ^Both of these {Calf -shin and Unworn Cloth) 
are admissible at the Astardtra. 

The question is — ^wliich of these two dresses should be worn ? — and the 
idea being that — ^inasmuch as both these dresses serve the same purpose, 
there should be option, — ^we have the following FurvapaJcsa: — “It is the 
Calf -shin that should be worn; and it should not be a matter for option; 
that the Calf -skin should be worn is indicated by the name [at the Primary 
Vishvajit sacrifice, Calf -skin is worn, and the first ‘ day ’ of the Astardtra 
is also named ‘ ’ ; hence the ‘ Name ’ ‘ ’ indicates the 

use of Calfskin'], \ — ^while the ‘Unworn Cloth’ comes in by virtue of the 
General Law [since at the Jyotistonia wiiich is the Archetype, ‘Unworn 
Cloth’ is what is worn]; — ^and ‘Name’, wliich is a form of ‘word’, is 
more authoritative than the indications of the General Law, as has 
been explained under Sutra 7. 4=. 15. — If there were nothing indicated' by 
the Name, then, ‘Unworn Cloth’ would come in, by reason of the fact 
that a larger number (i.e. six) of the ‘days’ (of the ‘Eight-Day-Sacrifice’) 
have the Jyotistoma for their Archetype [and hence adopt the details of 
that sacrifice where ‘Unworn Cloth’ is worn]. — ^But indication by the 
‘ Name ’ is actually present (which points to the wearing of the Calfskin) ; 
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hence the ‘Unworn Cloth V cannot come in. — Objeciion—^ But the text 
contains the expression ' abhito jyotih ^ — ^ There are two Jyotis at the two 
ends \ where we have the name Jyot% which indicates the details relating to 
the i/5 toma [and this should bring in the Unworn Clothl Even soj, as 

the narne ’ (coming first) is the more important of the two, 

greater authority attaches to that.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SIDDHA2TTA] !— ThEEE IS HO INCOMPATIBILITY BETWEEN THE TWO ; AS 

THE ‘Calf-skin’ foems the Uppee Gaement. 

Bhdsya, 

There should be no such restriction as that GalJ-shin alone should be 
worn ; as a matter of fact, there should be combination of both ; if both are 
combined, then the declaration of the Entire Procedure taking in all the details 
and subsidiaries becomes duly followed. — “ But the indications of Name 
being more authoritative, the Unworn Cloth should be taken to be rejected.” 
— -It would be rejected if there were incompatibility between the two (Calf- 
skin and Unworn Cloth); — there is however no incompatibility between the 
two ; — ^liow ? — ^the Calf -shin serves the purposes of the Upper Garment [the 
Unworn Cloth being the Lower Garment}^ and by custom, a man has to put 
on two garments. — “But, in regard to the Upper Garment ^ the term ‘wear’ 
is never used.” — ^Not so ; the term is used even in reference to the Upper 
Garment, as we find such statements as — ‘wears the blanket’, ‘wears the 
deer-skin ’ [the Blanket and the Deer-shin being always used as tipper 
garments\ — From all this it follows that there should be combination of both 
[and both should be worn]. 



Adhikarana (2): In the case of the ’’ Anunirvdpya 
{subsequent) Offerings’ the Procedure adopted should 
be that of the Cake-offering. 

SUTRA (3). 

[PtjRVAPAKSA] — “ Ih the CASE OF THE ‘ AnTOTIEVAPYA-OFFEIIINGS THE 
PeOCEDTTEE SHOtTLD BE RESTEICTED OSr THE BASIS OF THE 
LAEGEE NUMBEE.” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the ‘ Agni we read — ‘ Agnisomlyasya pmhupuro^ 
ddshainanu devasuhammsi nirvapati'' [‘Supplementary to the meat-cake 
dedicated to Agni^Soma, one offers iAie Devasu-dblations'}. — ^At the Arm- 
bandhyd Sacrifice also there are these Devasu-ohlations, 

[The question is — ^Wliich procedure should be adopted in connection 
with the Anunirvdpya {supplementary) Devasil-offerings — that of the Devasu^ 
oblations ? or of the Cake-offering ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows “ The Procedure should he restricted on 
the basis of the larger number ; i.e. the number of the Supplementary Oblations 
being larger (eight)^ the procedure of these should be extended to the Cahe- 
offering, — Then again, the declaration of the Svistakrt-oEexing contains the 
term ^ Svistakrt’ -and in connection with the meat-eake-offering, as also 
in connection with the Devasu-oblations, we have it laid down that ‘ an 
offering should be made to Svistahrt ’ ; — all this is explicable only if the 
procedure adopted is that of the Supplementary Offerings ; on the other 
hand, if the Procedure of the Cake-offering were adopted, then the term 
‘ Svistahrt ’ should not be there at all ; and hence it would remain in- 
explicable and unincluded.” 

StJTRA (4). 

[Siddhanta] — ^By vietxje of theib abventitioxjs ohabacter dee to 

THE FABTICXJLAB DECLABATIOK, THE CaKE-OFFEBIHG SHOELD 
HATE ITS OWH DETAIDS, AND BEGAESE THE OTHEB IS 
THE BBEDOMIHAHT FACTOB, 

Bhasya, 

The ‘ subsequent offerings ’ are ‘ adventitious ^ — ^i.e. not permanent 
fixtures ;—!)ecaws6 o/ the particular declaration i the declaration being — ‘He 
offers it after the cake’ ; what this declaration means is that ‘first of all 
there is the meat-cake-offering, after that come the Subsequent Offerings ^ — 
the former thus being the predominant factor, and the latter the subor- 
dinate factor. Oonsequently, (a) because the Subsequent Offerings are 
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adventitious in character , and (6) because the other is the predominantfactor,— 
therefore the mea^-cafce-oj^enngr should have its own details. 


SUTKA (5). 

Also beoaxjsb it is m its ow place. 

Bhdsya. 

Further, the Vplace ’ of the Meat-0 ahe-offering is Just after the operation, 
of the omentum I hence its subsidiaries also should come in at that same 
‘place’, — ^because as a rule. Subsidiaries have the same place as their 
Primaries. If then, the Procedure adopted were that of the Subsequent 
Offerings f then the Subsidiaries would be performed in the place of those 
oifferings ; in that case the Subsidiaries of the Meat-Cake-offering would not 
be performed in their own place (which is the place of the Meat-Oake-oficering 
itself). Hence in order to secure for these subsidiaries their own place, it 
is necessary to adopt the Procedure of the Meat-Cake-offering, 


SUTRA (6). 

OjT account OE the mention OE the ‘ SviSTAKRT THIS CANNOT BE 
SO ”, — THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as given 
in the next 

Bhdsya. 

This argument has been urged above by the Purvapaksin ; it has got tO' 
be refuted. The answer to this (as offered by some people) is as foilow^s : — 


SUTRA (7). 

There should' be a modieication, as in the case oe the PavamIna. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Svistakrt, which is recognised to be admissible, remains uninchided 
in the Procedure of the — it eoiild be regarded as a 

^ modification on the basis of the declaration that ‘ one makes the offering 
to Agni-Svisfakrt so that the words used in the offering should contain the 
term ^ svis^krt f ;- — ^just as in the case of the declaration — ‘ One makes the 
offering to Agni-Pavamdna - ^ the words used in making the offering contains 
the term ‘‘ pavamdna should it be in the present case also. 
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SUTBA (8). 

,AS..A.MATTEB of fact,, thebe SHOIJLB be ho MOBIFICATI03S* ; IT SHOITLB ,: 

BE, AS AT THE AbCHETITPE ; SPECIALLY AS THE TEBM WOHLB , , ■ 
COME m WHEBE THEBE IS HSTJTJKCTIOH OF IT. , 

Bhdsya. 

There should he no modification ; that is, the words should not contain 
the term ‘ smstahrt ’ ; they should be as at the Archetype, through Transference 
(based npon the General Law).— As for the condition that the modification 
should be made ‘ on the basis of the declaration %— as a matter of fact, the 
declaration quoted does not lay down any modification of the words ; all 
that the declaration ‘ Makes the ofiering to Agni-Svistahn ’ lays down 
is the ofiering of the De^;iM-oblations ; if, in addition to tliis, it were taken 
as laying down a modification of the words also, this would involve a syntac- 
tical split.* — How then could the term ‘ svistahrt ’ come in ? ” — It would 
come in where there is injunction of it ; the actual injunction of the Smstahrt- 
offering is in connection with the Darsha-Furnamdsa ; so that it is this 
offering that would be accompanied by the term ^ svistahrt ; and it is in 
reference to this that we have the declaration in question, for the purpose 
of indicating that same offering. It follows therefore that what the asser- 
tion * the offering is to be made to Agm-Svi§tahrt ’ means is that ‘ the offering is 
to be made to Agni the Receiver of Remnants \ Just as in the case of such 
declarations as—' The Grass consists of Beeds or ' The Clarified Butter 
consists of Fresh Butter %— what is indicated by the name of the substance 
indicative of the Archetype is the purpose served by the substance at that 
Archetype ; — so in the case in question also, the term ' svistahrt points, by 
indirect indication, to the Deity of the Archetypal Sacrifice. 



ABHiKABAiirA (3) : The combination of several mcessory 
details, serving different 'purposes. 

StJTKA (9). 

When several details are laid down in reebrence to the same 
Saorieice, there should be pereormancb oe all. 

BMsya, 

When several accessory details are laid down in connection with the 
same Sacrifice, there should he performance of all ; i.e. there should he combina- 
tion ; as it is only thus that the injunction of them all serves a useful purpose | 
and the declaration of the entire Procedure taldng in all the details also 
would be honoured thus -for example in the ease of such details as— 
‘ Pours straight,— “Pours continuously — ^Pours forward 



Abhikarana (4): When several Details serve the same ■ 
purpose^ there should he option. 

SUTRA (10). 

Details serving the same purpose should be treated as options 

IF there were combination, THEBE WOULD BE REPETITION 
OF THE Main Act. 

BMsya, 

When several Details serve the same purpose^ — i.e. perforni the same 
function, — they should he treated as options ; e.g. {a) Vrihi and Yava (as 
corns for making Gakes), (6) Khadlra and other woods for making the 
Sacrificial Post, (c) the Brhat-Sdman and the Rathantara-Sdman ; — ^in all 
these cases there should be option. — // there were combmation^ there would 
he repetition of the Main Act ; the needful having been done by one detail, 
if the second were also taken up for use, there would be repetition of the 
Main Act ; which would be improper. — Why ? — The Main Act is done either 
for the pui’pose of obtaining a desirable result, or (when repeated) for helping 
the Result, — ^it is never done merely for the sake of a detail ; and when the 
purpose is served by a single performance of the act, its repetition would 
be entirely useless. 

SUTRA (11), 

^‘It might be repeated for a useful purpose — ^IF THIS BE URGED 
[then the answer would be as given in the next 8utra\. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Your \dew is that the repetition would be 
useless ; but it would not be useless ; as the main act would be repeated for 
the purpose of finding use for the injunction of the additional Detail.” 

SUTRA (12). 

That cannot be ; as it is not sanctioned by the scriptures. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — Why ? — Because it is not 
sanctioned hy the scriptures ; the repetition in question has not been laid 
down an 3 rwhere in the scriptures; there is, in fact, no authority for it ; on 
what basis then could it be done ?— As regards ‘ the finding of use for the 
injunction of the additional detail this is going to be explained below^ 
mxdev Sutra W. 
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SUTBA (13). 

■Whenever it is (intendeb), thebe is always a text sanctioning 

SirCH REBETITION. 

Bhdsya, 

In some oases we have texts laying down repetition, — e.g. ‘ One slionid 
do both at the Samsava, * One should do both at the Gosava ’ ; in comiection 
with the Bkdha also we read — ‘ One should sing both Brhat 'Rathanlam \ 
— ^All these texts would not be there (in special cases) if there were to bo 
repetition in every ease where several details are laid down. — From this 
also it follows that there should be option in the case in question. 

SUTRA (14). 

Thebe is a text also which indicates as if there were option, 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following text which appears to indicate that there should 
be option—' At other sacrificial performances, Posts are made of Bilva or 
Khadira or Paldska wood , — ^but at this particular sacrifice, it should be. made 
of Khadira wood only ’ this text restricts the use of the Khadira wood 
for making the Post at the Vdjap^ya sacrifice, and makes a reference to the 
option permitted at other sacrifices.— From this also it follows that in the 
case in question, there should be option. 

SUTRA (15). 

The ' trsEPTJLNESS ’ would come in at another time. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued that — *Mf there were option, the injunction of the 
other details would be useless ’’.—But in reality, there w'ould be no such 
melessness ; as the use for that would come in at another time, i.e. at another 
performance of the act ; and as there would be this use for it, there can be 
no authority for repetition. — “ But ior option also, there is no authority.” — 
Not so ; because in the ease of option, nothing is done which is not sanctioned 
by the scriptures ; it has been laid down that ' One should perform sacrifices 
with the yrlhi corn andlthe sacrifice is performed with that corn ; similarly 
there is the injunction that ' One should perform sacrifices with Yava-mrn \ 
and the sacrifice is performed with this corn also ; but at one and the same 
performance both kinds of com are not used, as there is no need for it. — 
“ Why are both not mixed up ? ” — -That would not be right, because wdiat 
has been laid down in the scriptures is that each one of the two, singly hy itself^ 
serves to accomplish the sacrifice ; and if the two were mixed up, it would 
run counter to these scriptures. 

From all this it follows that there should be option. 


Adhikabana (5) : In the case of 'Expiations prescribed for 
the correction of defects, there should be option. 

StJTEA (16). 

In the case oe Expiations, — ^inasmuch as they sertb the same 
PURPOSE, [thebe should BE OPTION] ; EVERYONE OF THEM IS 
RELATED TO SOMETHING THAT HAS HAPPENED ; HENCE 
THERE SHOULD BE DESTRUCTION OF ALL THIS 

(by each Expiation singly by 

ITSELF). 

Bhdsya. 

Expiations are of two kinds — (a) some are meant for correcting defects 
that may have crept in through inadvertence, and (b) some are laid down 
as parts of a sacrificial performance, to be performed imder certain 
contingencies. — (a) To the former class belong such expiations as are laid 
down in the following texts — ‘ If the sacrifi.ce should suffer disruption in 
regard to the verse, one should offer an oblation into the Cjdrhapatya Fire,^ 
with the Mantra Bhuli svdhd; if the disruption be in reference to a Yajtm 
text, he should offer an oblation into the Daksmdgni, with the Mantra 
Bhuvah svdhd ; if the disru]Dtion foe in reference to a Bdfnan, he should offer 
an oblation into the Ahavanlya, with the Mantra, Svah svdhd ; if it be not 
ascertainable in what respect the disrxiption has occurred, the oblation 
should be offered in the Ahavanlya with the Mantra, Bhurbhuvahsvah^ 
svdhd — -The phrase ‘ drtimiydt ’ means ‘ should suffer disruption What 
WDuld constitute the ‘disruption * of the sacrifice ? ” — ^The omission of what 
has been enjoined and the commission of what has been prohibited. — “ How 
is it known that a certain Expiation is meant for the mending or correcting 
of what has suffered disruption ? ” — This is learnt from the sentence itself 
which is in the form — if it s-uffers disruption, this should be done ’ ; if even 
on the performance of the Expiation, the disruption or defect would still 
persist, — then what would be the use of perfornaing the Expiation at all ? 

Some one might argue here that— “ The expiation herein laid down is 
only a subsidiary of the sacrifice, meant to be performed when the con- 
tingency of the disruption happens [so that it falls under the second, not 
the category of Expiations].*’ 

This person should be addressed as follow’s : — That act is regarded as 
subsidiary to a Primary act, which makes the Primary fruitful ; — ^by the 
disruption mentioned, the Primary has been reduced to the position of futility ; 
if then it were rendered fruitful by the act that is laid down, then this latter 
would be subsidiary to the said Primary ; — ^if however the Primary had 
somehow become futile and is made fruitful by the Expiation, then, verily, it 
becomes admitted that it has corrected or mended the discrepancy or defect 
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that had come in on the other hand, if the Expiation does not make the 
Primary fruitf ul, then it is not subsidiary to the sacrifice ; and in that case the 
assertion that ' it is a subsidiary to the Primary to be performed under a certain 
contingency V falls to the ground. — ^Then again, in several cases, we find it 
declared in supplementary texts that there is brought about a correction 
or mending of what had been spoilt ; — such as, ' Agnirmi devdnmn pathikrt^ 
tameva smna hhdgadheyma upd^ran, sa evainam panthdnamapi nayati, ya 
e'mm vratamdlambhayati \ — ^From all tliis it follows that the Expiations 
referred to are for the purpose of correcting discrepancies. 

When there are several such Expiations (laid down as correcting the 
same discrepancy), there should be option.- — Why ? — ^Because every one of 
them is related to something that has happened-~-soxm defect that has actually 
crept in; — e.g. ‘when there is disruption in regard to the verse, one should 
offer the oblation with the Bhuh svdhd^,--~-'Wvom tins it is clear that 

there should he destruction 0 / ^to---4efect----by each and every one of the 
Expiations prescribed. So that when the defect has been removed by one 
Expiation, the second and other Expiations could only come in at other 
performances of the sacrifice. Hence it follows that there should be option. 

The same conclusion holds good also regarding Expiations laid down in 
thB Smrtis, 



Adhikarana (6) : In the case of ‘ Contingent Expiations 
there should he ‘ combination '. 

SUTRA (17). 

There shotjlo be ‘ combination ’ in the case of such Expiations 

AS ARE NOT MEANT FOR CORRECTING DISCREPANCIES. 

Bhdsya. 

In the case of those Expiations which are not for the purpose of correct- 
ing discrepancies, there should be ‘ combination Which are those 
Expiations ? — ^They are those which are not laid down as to be performed 
either on the omission of what has been enjoined or on the commission of 
what has been forbidden ; for example — ‘ If the sun rise before one has 
performed his AgniJhotra, he should ofer Cooked Bice to Mitra ; also a cake 
baked on one pan, to Surya ’ ; — ' If the sun rise before one has performed 
his Agnihotra, the Husband and Wife should remain silent and fast during 
the day ’ ; — -in this case we do not find any fault (of commission or omission) 
on the part of the Performer and when there is no fault or defect, what is 
there that could be corrected ? ; — all that the texts do is to lay down a 
certain act as to be done when the contingency of sun rising at a certain 
time appears ; — such an act is ‘ contingent ’ ; and inasmuch as it has been 
laid down in the context of a particular sacrifice, it is recognised to be 
subsidiary to that sacrifice ; and ail those that happen to be so laid down 
become included under the Declaration of Procedure ; hence there should 
be ‘ Oombination ’ of all these. 


58 



Adhikabana (7) : At the time of the sacrificial performance, 
Mantras should be recited even though it happen to be a 
day unfit for V edic Study \ 

SCTRA (18). 

[Pubvapak§a]— “ iNASMtrcH AS Mantbas abb belated to saoeieioes, 

THEY SHOTTLD BE USED m AOCOBDANCB -WITH THE BOLES LAID 
DOWN IH EEGABD TO IHBM ; SPECIALLY AS THE BOLE 
DELATES TO THE USB OP MaHTBAS.” 

Bhdsya. 

[In the course of sacrificial performances, certain Mantras have to b© 
recited ; — ^there are certain days on which the reading of the Veda has been 
forbidden the question arises— when a sacrifice is pei'formed on such a 
day, should Vedic Mantras be recited or not ?] 

The FurvapaJcsa is as follows — “ When Mantras are used at a sacrificial 
they shouM he used in accordance with the rules laid down in 
regard to them;— i.e, those rules that have been laid down in connection with 
the getting up of the Mantras, such as— ‘ One should not read the Veda 
on a Parva-dayr^one shovld not read the Veda during a storm, — one should 
not read the Veda when it is thundering ’.—Why so ? — Because the rules 
relate to the use of Mantras ; the rules in question have been laid down in 
connection with the wse 0/ Mantras; — -and the reciting of Mantras at a 
sacrifice also is a wse 0/ Mantra; — -hence the rules must apply to this 
also.” 

StJTEA (19). 

[SiDUHANTA] — As A MATTER OF FACT, THE BULBS HATE BEBH PRESCRIBED 
m COISTHECTION WITH THE ' ' LBABNIIfa ’ ; HENCE MaNTBAS 
SHOULD BE USED AT ALL TIMES ; AS THE USE OF MaNTRAS 
IS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE PERFORMANCES. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, Mantras should he used at all even on days 

that are ‘ unfit for study ’.—Why so ?— Because the rules in question have 
been laid down in regard to that reading of Mantras which is done for the 
purposes of learning them; so that they pertain to the learning of the Mantras, 
and make the learning perfect.— “ What are the perfections of the learning t ” 
— ^Its ‘ perfection ’ consists in its being accomplished without obstacles. — 

“ How do you know that the Boles have been prescribed in connection with 
the lemming of the Jf Because they are found to be prescribed 
in reference to the time of learning the Veda, not in reference to the time 
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of sacrificial performances* — “ The Rules imy not pertain to the performance ; 
they, mustVpertaiii' to .the. Mantras themselves; and wheii pertaining to 
iMawtf aa* ■ they should ,be applicable to all cases where Mxmtrm are used 
Our answer, to tMs is as follows. — As a matter of fact, the Rules, have 'hot 
been. ..prescribed in reference to Mantras ; thej have . been ' prescribed ' in 
reference to the — the sense being that ‘ the learning become,s duly 

accomplished when carried on in such and such a fasiiion ’ ; the Mantra 
cannot be accomplished in this fasiiion; hence it must follow that the 
Rules pertain to the learning of the Mantras* — ^^Vhen the MansSms are used 
during a sacrificial performance, it is not for the purpose of being learnt,- — 
it is for the purposes of the performance ; — Whence the Rules cannot apply 
to this ease. — Then again, the performance of the sacrifice has been laid 
down as to be done on the Parva-day {Full Moon or Moonless Day), — -and 
Reciting of the Mantra on, that day has been forbidden ; — ^if, in obedience 
to this prohibition, the sacrifice were performed without reciting the Mantras^ 
then the entire effort would be futile. li (in order to avoid this) it were 
performed on&>Non-Parva day, even then there would be the same difficulty 
(i.e. the whole performance would be futile, not being done on the day 
prescribed for it).- — Lastly, the sense of the Vedic Rules is that Mantras 
should be used even on days ‘unfit for study’, — ^while that they should 
not be so used might be the sense of Smrti rule ;■ — -and the Veda m certainly 
more axithoritative than the Srnrti ; for this reason also the restrictions laid 
on the use of Mantras should not be obeyed (at sacrifices). 



Adhikabaka (8) : During the Sacrificial Performmice^ 
Mantras should he recited with the ordinary Textual 

Accent 

StJTRA (20). 

[PuEVAPAKSA]— ' InASMTJOH ■ AS THEBE IS INJITKCTIOH • OF THE 

^BhIsika':' acceht, the Peavachaka ’ (Textual) .. ACCEKT ■ 

SHOULD BE EXCLUDED ; — AS IX THE CASE OF THE TERM 
' AIRA. V’; 

Bhdsya. 

In the Bfdhmanas, certain Mantras have been laid down with their 
* Blfia^iha ’ accent, while in the Mantra4ext itself they are found with the 
ordinary ‘ Textual ’ threefold accent. This is found to be the case with the 
Mantra, ‘ Imomagfblw^an rashandmrtasya % which has been laid down (in the 
Brahmana) as to be used at the AshvamMha [and where the Brahinai>a has laid 
down this use of the Mantra, it has given to it the accent known as ‘ BM§iha ’ ; 
while the accentuation of the same Mantra as found in the Mantra Samhitd- 
text, is totally different].— “ What is the Bhd§ilca accent ? ” — ^It has been 
thus defined- — ‘ When the Sdmavedins, the ^gmdins and the Yajurmdim 
use the high and low tones [in accordance with the rules relating to the 
reciting of Mantras belonging to the various Vedas — such as ‘ Verses of 
the Rgveda should be recited loudly, those of the Tajurveda in silence, etc.®], 
that tone is called ' BhdsiTca 

[The question therefore arises that^ — when a certain Mantra is used at a 
sacrifice, — should it be used with the Bhdsika accent ? Or the Textual 
Accent ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows — “In the case of these there 

should be exclusion of the Textual Accent, — Le, it should not be used.— Why ? 
—Because another accent has been laid down ;- — as in the case of - aim ® ; 
it having been laid down that ‘ one should use the term ird in place of the 
term there is exclusion of the term " gird\ — ‘ But how do you know 
that what has been laid down is the accent, not merely the Mantra4mt 
itself r —There can be no need for the laying down of the Mantfa4&ct, 
tliis being known from its own words ; while the Accent cannot be Imown 
unless it is actually laid down ; hence it is that we conclude that when the 
use of the ilfante is laid down in the Brahmana, it is for the purpose of 
prescribing the accent to be used [and as it is the Sftdsto accent tiiat is found 
in the it follows that during the performance, the Mantra should 

be used with the Bhdsiha accent].” 
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SUTRA ,(21). 

[SlDBHlXTA] — ^As. A, MATTER OF , FACT, IT IS THE IXJIJXCTIOX OF THE . 

MaXTRA-TEXT ITSELF, XOT OF THE ^ BhaSIKA ACCEXT THE ' 
TEXT IS FOTOD MEXTIOXED WITH THE ' BhISIKA ' ACCBXT 
WITH A VIEW TO XJXIPORmTY. 

Blidsya. 

When the Brdhniana lays down the use of the Mantra, it is an injunction 
oj the Mantra4ext itself, not of the accent. — ‘‘How do you know this ? ” — 
We deduce it from the fact that the expression used is similar to that of the 
injunction of Mantra-texts.— " What is its similarity to that injunction ? — 
The similarity lies in the fact that the Brahmaiia has added the words — 
‘with this he takes hold of the Horse’s Rope’ ; it is with the Mantra-text. 
that the Rope is taken up, not with the Bhdsika-accent ; it is the Mantra- 
text too (with the words ‘ Imam agrhhnam ’ ), — and not the accent— that 
indicates the action of talcing up. — “Why then is the J5Msto-acceni5 usedfat 
all (with the Mantra when it is mentioned in the Brdhmaria as to be used) ? ” 
— The text is found mentioned with the ^ BhdsiJca^ accent with a view to 
uniformity ; i.e. throughout the Brdhmana4ext, the accent adopted is the 
Bhdsilca one ; in the midst of this Bm/imana-text, there occur certain Mantra- 
texts ; — ^if these Mantra-texts occurring among Brdhnmna4ext8, were read 
with their Textual accents, then there would be a break in the continuity of 
the Bhdsilca accent of the Brahmamc-text^ (preceding and following the 
Mantfa4ext) ; and it is for the purpose of avoiding this break that the Mantra- 
texts occurring among Brdhmana-texts, are found with the Bhdsilca accent ; — 
just as when singers introduce into their songs musical variations, they 
sing these in the tune of the main song itself , with a view to avoid the break 
in the continuity of the tune.— It thus follows that when the Mantra-text 
is mentioned in the Brdhmana-text, it should not be regarded as the injunction 
of the use of the Bhdsilca accent. 

[Another explanation of the Sutra comes after the Bha. on Su. 24 below.] 

SUTRA (22). 

[Ix THE OASE OF ‘ iRA ’] IT IS BEGABDED AS A ‘ MODIFIGATIOX ’ 
BECAirSE THEBE IS XO BEASOX (AGAIXST IT). 

Bkdsya. 

As regards the case of the terms ‘ Am ’ and ‘ gird it is only right that 
there should be a ‘ modification ’ of the term ‘ gird ’ into ‘ ird — as there is 
no reason against it, as there is in the case in question, where the fact of the 
reference being to the Mantra has been treated as a reason for not taking 
the sentence as laying down the ^ BJwt^ilca-accent^ ; there is no such reason 
why the sentence speaking of the term ‘ should not be regarded as 
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laying down the use of that term ; hence in this latter ease, the sentence is 
taken as laying down the use of the term "" im '' (in place of ^ gird ’ ) ; and 
hence, such use having been laid down in reference to the time of the 
sacrificial performance, it has been taken as setting aside the term ‘ gird ’ 
which is the form found in ihe.Mm4ra4exi ; and hence in that case there is 
mod^ca^^o?^ (of the original term). 


Adhikarana (9) : Those Mantras that have been taught only 
in the Bhdsika' accent, should he used toiih 
that same ascent. 

SUTRA (23). 

[POEVAPAKSA] — ^“ISTASMITCH AS THE SAME RBASOSnSG IS APPLICABLE 

HEBE, THE SAME THIKG SHOULl) BE DONE ALSO WHBBE IT IS 
NOT POUND (in the MaNTEA-TEXT).” 

Bhdsya. 

It has been decided that when a Maritra has been found in the Mantra^ 
text with the Textital accent, it should be used with that same accent ; but 
there are cases where the Mantra is not found in the Mantra^text, B^nd it 
has been laid down in the Brahmaym-text with the ‘ Bhd§iha ’ accent ; e.g. 
in the case of the Marvtra — ‘ Tam vai prohet vdnaspatyosi ’ [where the Mantra 
^ Vdnaepatyosi^ has been enjoined, and it is a Mantra thB.t is not found in 
the Mantra4ext (Samhita)]. — ^Now what is to be done in this case (regarding 
the use of the Accent) ? 

The Purvapahsa is as follows — “ Incmmch as the same reason is applic- 
able here> the sarm thing should he done also where it is not found in the Mantra- 
text ; the reasoning put forward in the preceding Adkiharana was that ‘ the 
BrdhmaTm-sentence contains the injunction of the because the words 

are similar to it ’ ; this same reasoning is applicable to the case in question 
also; even in cases where the Mantra is not found in the Mantradext, the 
Brahmana-sentence should be taken as laying down the Mantra itself, not 
the ‘ Bhdsiha ^-accent. Hence such Mantras also should be used with the 
^ textual ’ accent (not the ‘ Bhdsiha ’ one).” 

StJTRA (24). 

[SlBBHlHTA] — ^I hASMITOH AS IT : HAS '' ITS .SOTJBGB THERE, AHB THE' 

ITTTERAKCE IS ITS SOBE IKBICATOR [iT SHOTTLD BE RECITED 
WITH THE ‘ BhISIKA ’ ACCEHT]. 

Bhdsya, 

Inasmuch as it has its source there,— i,e, m the Mantra in question has 
its source in the BrdhrnaTWL itself,— it should be used with the ^ Bhdsika*- 
accent ; — ^specially because ths tdterance is its sole indicator ; actual utterance 
(reciting) is the only indication that is possible of Mantras they are 
recognised just as they are recited the Mantras in question are in their 
very origin connected with the ‘ Bhdsiha^ accent ; — Alienee there is no ground 
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■for atMbutiiig any, other/ tO' them ;■ so that they must foe used in that 
same form (i.e. with the ’ -accent). 


The following is another explanation of Sfi. 21— The Bmhmmia-t.e.vt, 
' Imdmagfb'hman msJmndmftasyetyashvdbhidhdmmMa^ ’ is not an injiniction 
of the only indicates its opening words; the words as they appear 

in their source (in the Mantm-text) appear w4th the ' textual ’ accent ; — hence 
the in junction is of Mantras with that same accent. 

In a case however where the Mantm has its source in the Brahmana 
text itself (e.g. the Mantra dealt with tmder Adhi. 9), as there is notliing in 
the Mantra-Uxt foy w’hich it could foe taken to foe indicated in the Brahmana- 
text, no such indication is possifole ; hence sticli a ilfa??^ra has to foe used in 
the same form (and with the same accent) in wliieh it is found in the 
Brdhmana4ext itselL 


Abhikabaija (10) : In the case of 'Mantras laid down as to. ' 
.he used in connection with certain acts, the act should he 
performed after the Mantt^a has been ‘pronounced . . 

SUTRA (25). ■ 

IhASMUCH AS , THE , MaOTEAS ABE MEAHT ,EOE THE PIJRrOSE OF THE . 

, PEBFORMAFCE OF THE ACTS, THE COMMEKCEMEFT, OF THE, FEB- . 

, FORMAFCE. SHOULD FALL IF A¥ITH THE EFD, OF THE MaFTBA ; 

' , SPECIALLY AS IT HS- THE- WHOLE MaFTBA vTHAT 
' SEBYES , THE PUBFOSB OF ITS ^ UTTEBAFOE. 

Bhdsya, 

There are .certain. Mantras that are laid down as to ,b© used in conneetion. 
with certain acts— “Snch as ‘ He^cuts oH the branch with the Mantra, A?6, tvd % — - ■ 

‘ He takes it up with the Mantra, Devasya tvd savituh prasave \ 

. [The question arising here is — Should the, act, .concerned be performed 
after ^ qt before, the Mantra has been uttered ?] 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — ^In these cases, the commencement of the per- 
formance—oi that act in. connection with which the Mantras dixe used,— 
should fall in with the end of the ATan^ms.— Why so Because . it 
is the whole Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance; it is the 
who,l© Manto that .serves . .the whole purpose for which - the, Wan#a.. is 
used.- — “ What is .the purpose of the utterance of the Mantra ? ” — -It. is the 
bringing of the act concerned to the mind of the performer at the time of 
its performance ; when a Mantra is uttered, it is understood that the act 
spoken of in the . Mantra has to be performed ; — and the act for which the 
■Mantra is to be used is recognised, sometimes through the force of the words 
of the Mantra itself, and sometimes by direct declaration, such as ® with 
such and such a Mantra, ‘ he takes up ike rope ’ or ‘ makes the offering \ As a 
matter of fact, this act comes to the mind only after the whole of the Mantra 
has been uttered; and this is enough to serve all purposes so long as it 
does not slip oH from the mind.— Brom all this it follows that in the case of 
Mantras thdht dxe to be used in conneetion with certain acts, the commence- 
ment of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra. 



Adhikarana (11): In the case of the ' Vas(yrdhdfa\ also 
the Performance shall come at the end of the 
Mantra. 

SUTRA (26). 

[PtKVAPAKSA]— * Ik the case OE THE /'VaSORBH1b1^ THEEE SHOULB 

BE OOIKCIDBKCE OP THE BECINKIKGS, BECAUSE OP THE PBESEKCE 
OP THE TEEM ' COKTIKUOUS 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the ‘ Agni \ we read — ‘ Santatam vasordhardm julhoti \ 
[‘ One ponrs the P"asoreZMm-dblation continuously ’]. 

[Here also the question is— Should the oblation be poured, before or 
after, the Mantra has been uttered? — ^The point in which this case differs 
from the foregoing one is that the Vaaordhard consists, not of one oblation, 
but of a series of twelve oblations.] 

The most reasonable answer that presents itself is that, according to 
the principle of the preceding Adhikarana, the offering should be made at 
the end of the Mantra, — ^Against this there is the following Purvapak§a— 
“ In the case of the Vasordhardm there should he coincidence of the beginnings ; — 
i.e. the beginning of the performance and the beginning of the Mantra should 
be made to fall in together, — Whj I— Because of the presence of the term 
‘ (mdinuous^ ; [in the term ^ Santatam^] the prefix ^ Sam ^ signifies uniflcationm 
— ^the root ‘ tan ’ signifies spreading^out operation^ — ^tiius the root ‘ tan ’ 
with the prefix ‘ sam’ is used in a case where two things operate in unison 
(together) ; — ‘in the ease in question, the two things standing in proximity 
to one another are the Mantra and the Performance of the Act ; hence what is 
denoted by the term ^santatam ’ is th.e joint operation of these two and tMs 
joint operation is possible only when the beginnings of both come together. 
Hence it follows that there should be coincidence of the beginnings of both,” 

SUTRA (27). 

[SiDDHAKTA]— As A MATTEE OF/PACT, IT IS THE ' COKTIKUITY ' OP 'THE 

ACT ; AS THE ACTS INVOLVED ABE SEVEBAL, AND THE OTHER 
^ (COUBSE) is IMPOSSIBLE. 

In rea.iity, what is spoken of in the text ‘ Pours the oblations con- 
tinuously ’ is the continuity of the act-m — ^i.e. the continuity of the act of oblation- 
offering oifily, and there is nothing said about the Mantra, — But tlie prefix 
‘ sam ^ indicates the presence of more than one entity, and the act of oblation- 
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offering is oniy one entity The answer to ■ this is that it does not affect 
the case ; because the acts involved are several i as a mj:itter of fact, in the 
‘ Vasordhdrd offering ’ there are a ntunber of acts, and the " eontinnity ’ 
spoken of ‘consists in the non-cessation of the series of these several acts. That 
there are several acts involved is clear from the declaration ‘ on© pours 
twelve .Dvddasha-ohlations\- — ‘‘But this number ‘twelve’ is related to the 
suhsta7ices offered — ^Not so, we reply ; there is no mention of the substance 
here ; it is only the act of oblation-offering that is connected with a particular 
number, in the declaration ‘ He pours t^welve Dvddasha-oblations ’ ; which 
means that ‘he pours so many oblations — Further, the other , — i.e. the 
c|ontinuity or coincidence of . the Mantra and the Performance — is not possible ; 
the performance of an act, having only a momentary existence, cannot operate 
along with the Mantra. — ^From all this it follows that in this ease also the 
commencement of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra. 


Abhikaeana (12) : In tKe case of the ^ Zghdra ’ also, the 
Performance of the Act should fall in with the end 
of the Mantra. 

SUTRA (28). 

So ALSO ISr THE CASE OF THE ‘ AgHIRA-OFPEEING ; EECATTSE WHAT IS 
OFFEEED IS A LONG STREAM. 

BMsya. 

In connection the Darsha-Fumamasa, there is the ‘ Aghdm-> 

offering ’ (which consists of pouring a stream of Clarified Butter from one 
part of the Fire to the other) ; — ^with reference to which also we read— 
* Pours the Aghara-o^enug continuously ’.—In this case also it is not possible 
for the act, which is momentary, to operate along with the Mantra ; — and as 
the act of offering in this case is one only, there cannot be a continuous 
series of acts either (as there was in the preceding Adhikarana) ; — so here 
the ^ santdna^ (^ continuity ’) spoken of in the sentence ‘pours the dghdra 
continuously’ — ^must refer to substance; the meanhig being that ‘the 
oblation offered is in the form of a long-continued stream’, the term 
‘ continuous ’ being used in view of the stream being a long- continued one. 



ABHiKAHAisrA (13): In the case of several Mantras servmg 
the same purpose^, there should he option. 

SUTRA (29). 

INASMUCH AS aiANTEAS FAIA. IK (WITH THE BEGIKKIKG OB" THE Aot)/ 
THERE SHOULD BE OBTIOK, WHERE THEY SERVE 
THE SAME' PURPOSE. 

BMsya, 

In a ease where there are several Mantras serving the same purpose^ — 
as for instance, for the purpose of dividing the cake, there are the following 
Mantras — ‘ Fusa vdm vibhajatti ‘ Blmgo vdm bhibhajatu ‘ Aryamm 
vdm vibhajatu ’ and so on, — ^there should be option ; — became they fall in 
with the beginning of the act ; all these Mantras are to be used in connection 
with an act, and it has been explained that in the case of such Mantras, 
the beginning of the act should fall in with the end of the Mantra (see Su. 
25 above) — ^unless option is adopted, it is not possible for the beginning of 
the act to be made to fall in with the ends of all the Mantras concerned. — - 
“ Is there a declaration to this effect ? ” — Iso ; there is a reason — as it is the 
whole Mantra that serves the purpose of its utterance (Su. 25). — “ If that is 
the only reason, even if all the Mantras used in combination, it is the 
‘ whole Mantra ’ that is used [so that the reason adduced does not prove that 
there should be option] — The answer to this is that it is true that even 
in the case of combining all the Mantras ^ the purposes of the utterance are 
accomplished ; but when the purpose is already served by the use of one 
Mantra, the use of any other Mantra is entirely superfluous. — ^This is what 
is meant by the several Mantras ‘serving the same purpose’. Hence it 
follows that, because the Mantras serve the same purpose, therefore there 
should be option. 

As a matter of fact, this has been already explained under Su. 10 above ; 
and it has been introduced here only for the piupose of introducing the next 
Adhiharana. 



Abhikaraha ( 14 ): In the mse of such injunctions as ^ He 
takes up the Abhri with four Mantras % there should he 
' comhination ’ of all the four Mantras. 

SUTEA (30). 

: CASE OF MANTRAS QUALIFIED BY NUMERALS, THERE SHOULD BE 

' Combination as they must fall in together. 

Bhdsya. 

There are certain. Mantms which are laid down as qaalilied by definite 
numbers — e.g. in coxmection with the ‘ Agni % there are such injunctions as 
‘ He takes it up with four Mantras * He digs with two Mantras % ‘He 
carries it with six Mantras ’ in all such cases, there should be ‘ combina- 
tion “ Why ? ’’-—Because a definite number is laid down by the text; 
hence it has to be adopted ; this cannot be adopted luiless there is ‘ com- 
bination 

Says the Opponent — “ Even when there is ‘ combination ’ of the several 
Mantras, the act in question can be regarded as having been done with that 
one Mantra alone with whose end the commencement of the act falls hx ; — 
it cannot be regarded as done with those other Mantras which are removed 
from its commencement, because the ends of these have not fallen in with 
the commencement of the act ; so that even so, the number does not become 
adopted so far as the act is eoncemed. ” 

Answer — ^This does not affect our position; it is by expressing its 
meaning that n Mantra heeowm auxiliary to an act; and all the Mantras in 
question do express the same meaning (denoting as they do the same act, of 
divuUng the cake, for instance). 

Objection — Even so the form of the act is really accomplished by the 
Mantra that has preceded its commencement immediately; the others can 
be regarded only as serving some unseen transcendental purpose. ” 

Answer — ^These cannot be taken as serving some unseen transcendental 
purpose ; in fact all the Mantras will speak of the same act, more than once ; 
in fact there is such repeated use of Mantras used in connection with acts ; 
e.g. ^KuruhuTu\ [‘Do this, do please do this’], MHaravdni Jcaramni" !‘I 
shall do it, certainly I shall do it ’]. Thus then, just as in the case of the 
Mantra speaking of an act, its uttex’anc© is regarded as auspicious, on the 
strength of the scriptural declaration, — ^so also on the strength of the 
declaration that ‘ He takes it up with four Mantras \ the taking up would 
be auspicious when done with all thB four Mantras, Thus then, in the case 
of ‘combination’ also there is no serving of any mxseen transcendental 
purpose ; and hence it becomes settled that there should be ‘ combination 



Adhikaraha (15): There should he option in the. ease' of 
' : • ■ such Mantras as ^ Urn prathasm % which have been ■ 
enjoined in Brahmarm-texts. 

StJTRA (31). 

[P0BVAPAKSA — continued] — ''So also in the case op Manteas' .en- 
joined IN BbIHMANA-TBXTS'; because all have BEEN' 

' ENJOINED,— AS IN THE CASE OF NUMBEES/'- 

Bhdsya. 

There ai'e certain Mantras that have been enjoined in Brahma^ia- 
texts ; such as (a) ‘ TJru prathasvUi puroddsham. prathayati, (b) ‘ Uru pradm. 
UTU te yajnapatih prathatdni--4ti puroddsham prathayati \ [In t hese two texts, 
we find two distinct Mantras laid down as to be used in connection with the 
laying of the Galce — the first Mantra being ' Uru prathasva ’ and the second, 
^ Uru prathd uru te yajnapatih prat}iatdm\ 

[The question is — Should both these Ma7itras be used in ‘ combination ’ ? 
Or should there be option ?] 

The Purvapaksa is as follows : — ““ There should be combination ; because 
aU have been enjoined ; so that if any of the Mantras is not used, its injunction 
becomes transgressed ; — ^while by ‘ combination ’ the declaration of the entire 
procedure including all the accessory details becomes honoured. — ^And as in 
the case of the injunction of Mantras qualified by numbers, so here also, all 
the Mantras would serve a useful purpose by speaking of the act more than 
once. — ^From all this we conclude that there should be ‘ combination ” 


SUTRA (32). 

[PuEYAPAEisA — coiicZiidlei]— " We find similae combination op the 
' YaJYA ’ AND the ' VasATKABA ” 

Bhdsya, 

“ In the case of the Fd/^d and the Vasatkdra there is ‘ combination ’ ; 
such combination being indicated by the text ‘ Ydjydyd adhi va>§atkaroti ^ ; 
when there is combination^ then alone there is an order of sequence (as 
contemplated in this text).— Prom this also it follows that there should be 
*€mnhination in the case in question. 
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SUTRA (33). 

[SlBBHlNTA] — ^AS A MATTEB OF FACT, THERE SHOIJLB BE OPTION ; AS 

' ‘Combination ’ is not sanotioneb by the 

SCBIFTHRES. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, in the case of the Mantras m. question, there should 
be option, not comhinaiion, — “ Why ? ”--~The reason for this has been already 
explained above under Sutra 29. — Objection — “ But lil?:e Mantras ©njoiiled 
with numbers, even though conveying the same idea (serving the same 
purpose) they would be used for expressing the same idea more than once, 
and thus there would be combination — ^This cannot be right; — ^why 
because ‘ combination^ is not sanctioned by the scriptures ; in the case of the 
Mantras with numbers, even though doing what had been already done, the 
repeated expression of the sanae idea was admitted on the basis of the direct 
declaration of number ; in the case in question however, there is no such 
declaration of ‘ combination Hence the conclusion indicated by reasons 
should be accepted — ^that is, there should be option* 


SUTRA (34). 

Because the Injunction is for the purpose 

OF A DETAIL. 

Bhdsya. 

As for the argument that “ the ‘ combination ’ makes useful the injunc- 
tion of all the Mawifms this proves nothing; as the Injunction is. for the 
purpose of a detail ; the Injunction is not for the purpose of laying down the 
use of Man^raa, but /or the purposes of a detail, — in the shape of a eof»- 
mendatory declaration ; this is what has been explained under Sutras L 2* 
41-43).' ' 

Objection — “ If that is so, and the text in question does not lay down the 
use oi Mantras, then what is the meaning of the assertion that 'all have 
been enjoined ’ (in Su. 31) ? ” » 

Under the circumstances, we can take the present AdhiJcara^ia to be 
a hypothetical one,— based upon the hypothetical assumption that the text 
does contain the Injunction of the use of the Or, we may seek® 

for another (more suitable) example. 



plDA'm,. abhikaraha (15). , , :2345 

' SUTBA (S5)v' 

In , THE. CASE' OE ' VaSATKARA,’ THERE IS * C.OMBIHATIOH ® BECAUSE TH'E 
PURPOSE SERVED IS DIEEBRENT* 

Bhdsya, 

The ‘ Vasathdra'' is for the purposes of offering^ wliile the Yujyft is for 
the 'purpose of indicating the Deity ; hence, there is ‘ combination ’ in their 
ease, because they serve different purposes, not because both , serve the 
same purpose. ■ 
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Adhikabana (16) : In the case of the ‘ Hawtr a- Mantras \ 
there should be ‘ combination 

SUTRA (36). 

[PfTHVAPAgRA] — “ Ih mE CASE OF THE ‘ HaUTEA-MAHTRAS THERE 
SHOULD BE OPTION, BEOATTSE THEY SERVE THE SAME EITEPOSE.” 

Bhdsya, 

There are the following jEfat^ira-Manims ’ ; — (a) those in comiectiou 
with the Raising of the Post, ‘ Uchchhrayasva vanaspate, etc." ; — (c) those iii 
connection with the covering of the Post, ‘ Yuva mvasa^^ etc. \ 

[The question being — ^are all these to be used in ‘ combination’ ? or is 
there to be option ?] the Piirvapahsa is as follows — “ There should be option ; 
— ^why "t— because they serve the same purpose ; whether spealdng of Raising 
or Covering, they serve the same purpose; and each one of them speaks of 
that purpose indei^endently of the other.— Hence there should be option ”, 

StJTRA (37). 

: [SlBBHlKTA]— As A MATTEB OE FACT, THEBE SHOHI.D BE ‘ COMBUSTATIOH-’ 

: AS THEY OHEY BESCEIBB WHAT IS BEING DOHE, 

Bhdsya. 

As matter of fact, there should be ‘ combination ’ of the Hmiim-mmiiras. 
— Why ? ” — Became they only describe what is being done ; it has been 
said above that in the case of Mantras used in connection with an act, there 
should be option ; the Mantras in question do not belong to tills category ; 
as they are only descriptive of what is being done. — “ What is the diffei’enee 
between these two kinds of ManU'as ? ” — ^The Mcmtras of the former class 
bring about the notion that ‘I am’ doing this’, while those of the latter 
class give the idea that HMs should be done’. — "'How so ? ” — ^\V]iat the 
Adhvaryu requhes is the assertion to the effect that ‘ I am doing this ’ ; as in 
the absence of such a. notion, the performance would not commence at. all : 
such a notion too is possible only when a similar notion has appeared before? : 
when a man remembers that ‘I have to do this’, then alone he does that 
act. — As for the Mantras dmcApAve of what is being done, tliey onl>' driscrib€‘ 
what is being done by the Adhvaryu ; — e.g.‘ ‘ Aufanfi tvamadhvare dcrayaniah.' 
This description is enough to bring to the Adhvaryu the necessary reniemj)rauco 
(of what is to be done) ; it is for this reason that it is in the form of Desvripi ion. 
— Thus then being required by the performance, they are recognized as 
serving the purpose of reminding {the Adhvaryu) ; and in the ease of a Ma'ntra 
that serves the purpose reminding, what has been thus remembered i.md done, 
on the strength of the WBrds of the Mantra, becomes conducive to the fullil- 
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inent of a tmEScendeiitai .pm'pose.; just as an a-ct that, is done in accordance 
with directio,ns (addressed .ill accordance with ’ injniictioris),- — -Objection — 
“ But the remembrance is obtained from the words of the Injunction itself 
—True; it does follow from the implications of the Injunctive word also ; as 
it does also from the Maiitr a ; but on- the strength of the declaration of the 
Mantra, it shoukl be done by means of the Mcmt/ra. When the operations 
have .commenced, then alone there arises' the need for' a series of ‘ remem- 
brances ’ (recalled ideas, of things to be done) ; thus it becomes possible for 
several Mantras descriptive of what is being done to b© used at one and the 
same performance. Hence, inasmuch as the Hautra’ Mantras are descrip- 
tion of what is being done, there should be ‘ combination * of these. 

SUTRA (38). 

' Thebe is a text al,so inbigatihg the * Combihatioh ,b ■ • 

Bhdsya. 

These are the texts — (a) ‘ He recites the first verse tlirice, he recites the 
last verse thrice — and (b) ‘ One should recite the Jyotismatl verses b It is 
only when several Mantras are used together at the same performance, 
that they can be called ‘first’ and ‘last’. — ^From this also it follows that 
there should be ‘ combination ’ in the case in question. 


End of Pdda in of Adhydya XII. 



ADHYAYA XIL 

PIDA IV. 

Abhikaraija (1) : There shall he ' combination ’ of Alantras 
for ^ Japa^ (Reciting), ' Stuti^ (Eulogising), ^ Ashis^ 
(Invoking Blessings) and ^ Ahhidhdna ’ 
{Addressing). 

SUTRA (1). 

Iisr THE CASE OE MaHTBAS USED BY THE SaCRIEICEB, FOB ' ReOITIHG 

‘ EuLOGISIHG ' IhVOEIHG blessings ’ AND ' Addbbssing — 

NOT CONNECTED WITH ANY ACT,— THEBE SHOULD BE 

* Combination ’ because the ‘ invoking of bless- 
ings ' (and OTHER purposes) ABE QUITE 
DISTINCT. 

Bhdsya. 

(A) ‘ Japa ‘ Reciting — ^laid down in such texts as— ‘ Speech shoxxici 
be closed after reciting the Yaimavl verse \ ‘ Speech should be closed after 
reciting the Sdrasvatl verse \ ‘ Speech should be closed after reciting the 
Bdrhaspatya verse'. — (B) "StutV, ‘Eulogy’, — such as " Agnirmurdha 

divaht etc. — (0) ‘ AsMs'', ‘ Involdng blessings % — such Mantras as ‘ Aytmld 
ague asi dyunne dehi \ — (D) ^ Abhidhdna\ ‘ Addressing — such as ^ Esos%, 
etc.’ 

Q'MesjJiowr— “ What is the exact signification of the term ‘ Japa ’ ? ” 

Answer— The root ^jap^ denotes clear speaking; hence MapaJ is that 
which is clearly spoken, recited. 

“ In that case, the Mantra, ‘ Agnirmurdha, etc' would also be Japa % as 
this also is clearly spoken or recited." 

It is true that this also would be ^ Japa' ; but it is meant to be an 
‘ Eulogy ’ (Stuti) also, — ^while the Alantra meant by the term ‘ Japa ' is one 
that is used for Japa (Reciting) only. In fact, when the term ‘ Japa ' is used 
in the Butra along with the other terms ‘ stutd \ ‘ dsMs \ and ^ abhidhuna \ 
it is understood to stand for those Mantras that are used for Reciting (Japa) 
only (and for no other purpose) — ^just as in the case of the sentence— 
^ Brdhmanas, Parivrdjakas, and Brahmachdr ins do not come in’, (where all 
the persons spoken of bx& Brdhmanas) the term ^hrdhmana' stands for 
those who are mere Brdhmanas (exid have no other qualifications) ; — so is it 
in the case in question. 

Objection — “The Mantra ^ Idam vifrmrvichahrame, etc. (wMch is the 
Vaifmvi verse) should have been cited as an example of ‘ Eulogismg Jfawira ’ 
(not as mere ‘ BeciiJmpf Mantra 
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Not so ; because the Mantra does not contain the term stuti \ nor is 
there any. one ewiogfwec? by it. 

“ is eulogised.” ■ 

Not , so there is no useful purpose to be served by the etilogising of 
Tisnu; in fact Visnu i.s nowhere regarded as one to be eulogised (by this 
verse); — ^nor hB,B eulogismg been enjoined' anywhere (as to be done with, 
tliis Mantra), All that is enjoined in the text — ‘ Having recited the Vaimwm 
verse j one should close his speech ’ — ^is mere ‘ vachana \ reciting ; hence tha.t 
alone is what should be done ; ‘ vachana ’ and ‘ japa are sjmonymous terin,s, 
(standing for Eeciting ) ; as the grannnaticai rule lays down the meaning of 
the root ^ Jap y to be ‘clear spealdng’, ^ vyahta-vak\ Hence it follows 
that when what is done is the mere reciting of the Mantra , — ■not eulogising 
or invoking of blessings , — ^it is an instance of ‘ Japa \ ‘ Keciting 

What is the difference between " Japa'^ (‘ Becitiiig ’) and 
" Ahhidhdna'^ (‘ Addi*essmg ’) ? ” 

Answer-— Jxi the case of Japa, there is mere reciting of the Mantra, 
while in that of Abliklhdna, another Being is addressed through qualities 
that may or may not be there ; — a Mantra of this class is the one beginning 
with ‘ Ssosi tv^osi \ 

In the case of all these Mantras , — [the question arising — whether they are 
all to be used together in ‘ combination ’ ? Or is there to be option ?] — the 
Purvapaksa is that “ inasmuch as they serve the same purpose, there should 
bo option 

In answer to this the Siddhdnta is as follows There should be ‘ com- 
bination ’ of all. — “ Why ? ” — Became the invoking of blessings is quite 
distinct, [which also implies that]— -‘jKeciimg is quite distinct ^Eulogising 
is quite distinct’, and ^ Addressing io quite distinct’. What is expressed 
by the Reciting -Mantra, Mdam visnurvichakrame, etcJ is not the same 
that is expressed by the other Eulogising -Mantra, " Pdvakd nah sarasvatl, 
etc. ’ ; — similarly in the ease of all the Mantras concerned. — ^Thus then, the 
Mantras in question are found to serve different purposes (and have different 
meanings) ; hence there should be ‘ combination ’ of them all. 

There is a text also which indicates the ‘ combination ’ of ‘ Eulogising ’ 
and ‘ Keciting ’ — ^viz. ; ‘ He recites the first verse thrice, and the last verse 
tluice ’ ; it is only when there is ‘ combination ’ of several Mantras, that 
there can be ‘ first’ and Mast’ among them; which is not possible when there 
is option among them. — ^For this reason also there should be ‘ combination 

The specifieatory epithet ^ Ydjamdne§u\ ‘ used by the sacrifieer is 
meant only to be generally indicative (not exclusive) ; one and the same 
Mantra may have all the three characters — of Eulogising, Addressing and 
Reciting, For instance, in the case of the Mantra, ‘ Idam visnurvichakrame, 
etc .\ — if it is meant to apply to Visnu, it is eulogising , — ^if it is the narration 
of the event to some one else, then it — ^if it is a self-contained 

statement, then it is reci^mg. 



ABHULABAisrA (2) : At the AAindrdhdrhaspatya ’ sacrifice^ 
there should he option among the several pairs of 
‘ Ydjyd-Anuvdkyd ’ . 

SUTEA (2). 

In the case oe the sevbeal paies oe ‘ YajyI-anuvIIkyI theee 

SHOULD BE OPTION, BEOAtTSE THEY SBEYB THE PUEPOSE OE 
INDICATING THE DEITY. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Aindrdbdrhaspatya sacrifice, several pairs of ‘ Y ajyd- 
anuvdkyd Mantras have been laid 4own : e.g. (1) — (a) ^ Idam vdmdsye 
havihpriyamindfdhrhaspatl ’—(6) * Ay am mm parisichyate soma indrdbrhas- 
pat% \ is tloB first pair j'— (2) — (a) ‘ Asya indrabrhaspatl ^—{h) ' Brhaspatirnah 
paripdtu pasJichdt \ is the second pair* 

In regard to these two pairs, the qnestion to be considered is— shotficT" 
there be option or combination ? 

The Siddhdnta is as follows Jn the case of the several pairs of ‘ ydjyd- 
anuvdkyd \ there should he option ; — ^why because they serve the purpose of 
indicating the Deiiy the Deity, which is an accessory of the sacrifiee, is 
indicated, by the two pairs of ‘ Ydjyd-anuvdkyd \ for the purpose of the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice ; — -this purpose is served by the indication 
being done once only ; — and when the sacrifice has been accomplished by 
this one indication (of the Deity), there is no need for any other indication ; 
hence the second pBir oi Ydfyd-anuvdkyd can be used only at another per- 
formance of the sacrifice. — ^Hence we conclude that there should be option* 

StJTRA (3). 

Also beoaxise we find texts indicative of the same conclhsiok. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text also indicative of the same conclusion — w’hat text ? — 
The following — 'Wru vai devdndm ydjydnuvdkyd ekayd pratydgachchali 
gamayatyanyaydy aitem text, wliicli lays down three 

pairs of Y djyd-anuvdkyd a.t the rightly indicates their qualitj'. — 

Similarly there is the text-— ‘iVa sarmm saha yajnciyudhCmi prahrUjdnU 
mdnusam tat kriyate^ naikameJcampitrdevam tat, dve dve saha prahrtye ydjydnu- 
vdkyayoh ^ [where also it is said that they are to be used in pairs]. — 

From ail this also it follows that there should be option. 

Questionr---^'‘Whj should not the option (spoken of in the Sutra) be 
taken as between the Ydjyd emd the Anuvdkyd severally [and not as between 
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different pairs of the two taken together] ? ■ ■. Inasmuch as 'botli serve the 
same. piirpose,: it , follows' that there should foe option between f .foem. ; since 
.the. indicating of 'the Deity is don© foy either on© of the tw^o 

, ■ -d.wswf--- ^ Puronuvdhya ^ is a Name, — so called . because it. is 

recited first purvam anuGhyate)i — the term ‘first’ is a relative one; and 
can 'be taken only as in relation to the Ydjyd; — tliis is. possible, only, if the 
two are: nsed ‘ in combination ’ hence there should be ‘ combination ’ of,, 
both [i.e. both Ydjyd and the Anuvdhyd slionld be used together]. 

■ ■ ■.OhjecUon--’'^ ^When the Deity has been already indicated by on© of 

them, there can be, no need for further indication of the same^ and when 
there is no need for it, the use of one or the other {Ydjyd or Anmmhyd\ has. 
to, be omitted 

Answer — On the basis of the Name, the sacrifice should be regarded as 
to be accomplished by a two -fold indication (of the Deity, don© bj^ the Ydjyd 
and also by the Anuvdhyd) ; — just as on the basis of the declaration ‘ He 
digs with two’, it is understood that the act of ‘digging’ is to be accom- 
plished by a two -fold reciting (of the Mantra concerned). — ^Hence there is no 
incongruity at all. 


ADHiKAitAisrA (3):. Among the Means for the., pmxhase of 
8oma—4he Goat and other things ^ — there shotild 6e 
^ combhiation \ 

StJTRA (4). 

[P^bvapaksa]-—'' Among the Means' oe Purchase, there shoitei)' 

BE, OPTION, BECAUSE THEY SERVE THE SAME 
PURPOSE.” 

BMsya: 

Several things have been laid as the ‘ Means of Porchasing Sonia ’ 
{Price to be paid for it) — ‘ He buys it with the Goat ’ and so forth, 

[The question arising as to whether there should b^ option or com- 
bination among those several things] — ^the Purvapaksa is as follows 
Among the Mea/ns of Purchase there should he option ; — each of the several 
things has been laid down as the means of purchasing Soma, to be used as 
such independently by itself,—- -just as VrlM and Yava have been laid down 
as the means of accomplishing the sacrifice ; — similarly we have the severai 
tilings laid down — ‘Purchases it with the goat, — ^purchases it with gold , — 
purchases it with cloth ’ ; all these serving one and the same purpose (of accom* 
plisliing the purchase of Soma ) ; — Whence there should be option among tlieiii’h 

SUTRA (5). 

[SI'DDHANTA] — ^As A MATTER OF FACT, THERE SHOULD BE ' COMBINATION ’ ; 
as: all THE THINGS MAY ENTER INTO THE 

TRANSACTION, 

Blidsya, 

The term ‘ vd \ {‘ as a matter of fact ’) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. — ^It is not right that there should be option ; in there 
should be ‘ combination — “ Why ? Secawse all the things may Oder 
into the transaction ; — ^in the actiial transaction of the Pmchasc, it is |>os.'.i!,)l(^ 
to make use of more than one thing; what is done at the transaction (by 
the payment of the Price) is the securing of the consent of the Vendor ; and l-his 
is rendered easier by the giving of several things. Then again, w-h,en tho 
several tilings have been prescribed, they have not been prescribed as so 
many alternatives hence by, making use of all the things, the Boelaraiion 
of the Procedure including all details becomes duly iionoiired. — Then again, 
■among the things laid down, 'there are several of .very, unequal valuer — such 
as ‘ Purchases with Horse~hoof % ‘ Purchases with a pair of bnlls ’ ; all these 
could secure the consent of the Vendor only in ‘ combination \ not through 
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option., ; In fact, if they were used, as optionar alternatives, they would 
.become useless.— -Heno© it follows that there should be t combination h , 

There is the following text also which indicates ‘ combi iiatioii/-— 
^■Tam vai dasliabhih hrlndti, dashdhsard mrat, virdjmnma prdpnoti ’ -here 
we; have a reference to the Purchase (of Soma) ^aiid what is asserted here 
■(the ^ payment of ‘ ten would be possible only if several things were given 
together.^ — From tiiis also it follows that there should be ' combination h— 
Why camiot the text quoted be treated as a (separate) Injunction tlirougli 
commendation "t ” — ^Even so that would be contrary to (and subversive of ) the 
form of reference that is found present in the text ; and such subversion is 
not justifiable, so long as it can be avoided. Hence it should be treated 
■as a mere re/erence. 



Adhikaeana (4) : In the case of such acts of ''Disposal'' 
as the ‘ XJpayafana' and the like, there should he 
'' combination'. 

SUTRA (6). 

In the Embellishment, as it eobms the pebdomnant eaotob [thebe 

SHOULD BE COMBINATION]. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with Agnisomlya^animal-sacrifice^ the following text lays 
down the ‘ Upayajana % minor ofering, of the Anns — ‘ One makes the minor 
offering of the Anns, the Anus is life itself ^ At the Ekad-ishna sacrifice 
(which is a modification of the Agnisormya and hence takes in the details 
of this latter, under the General Law), there are several ^anuses* (as there 
are eleven animals concerned); — Whence in regard to tliis ‘ anus-offering ’ in 
this connection, there arises the question — ^Among these eleven anuses , should 
there be option ot ecmhination the ‘Minor offering’ in question is a 

‘ fruitful action action for a purpose, then there should be option ; if, on 
the other hand, it is an act of ‘disposal’, there should be combination*’--^ 
WMch of these two views is the right one ? 

The Purvapah§a is as follows : — “ It is an action with a purpose , — ^Why ? — 
When an ‘ established entity ’ and an ‘ entity to be established ’ are spoken 
of together, the former subserves the purposes of the latter, — ^because in 
that it serves a visible purpose ;“~if then, the ‘ Minor offering ’ in question is 
an action with a purpose,— since that purpose is accomplished by a single 
such offering, — there should be option when there are several actions 
possible.” 

In answer to tins we have the following Siddhdnta : — In the embellishment, 
as it forms the predominant factor [there should be combination] the ofiering 
in question is one of embellishment, — i.e. it is an act of Disposal, — “ Why f ” 
— ^Because it is the remnant of what has been used ; the Animal had been 
• brought in for the purposes of the Agnlsomlya-offering ; — ^when that offering 
has been accomplished, the remnants thereof have to be ‘ disposed of ’ ; — 
hence the Anus, which is a remnant of the Animal used in the said offering*, 
having to be disposed of, the Minor offering in question is the particular 
manner of its disposal. 

“ Even in support of the view that the offering in question is an act 
with a purpose, the reason put forward (by the Purvapaksa) was in the form 
of the fact that it serves a visible purpose.” 

That same reason is equally applicable to the case of its being an act of 
‘ disposal ’ ; in this case also, when the remnant is ‘ disposed of ’ in the said 
manner, it helps the accomplishment of the main offering. Thus then, the 
reason adduced does not prove either the one or the other. 
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When, thus, the ofitering ■ in question is.'ari act of "disposal’, therc-^ 
must be " combination ’ (of the eleven Anuses), because that forms the 
predominant factor ; that is, the act being for the embellishment f>f the tiling, — 
if the anus of any one of the eleven animals were not so " embellished % 
that animal would b^ deprived of that embellishment. 

From all this it follows that there should be " combination h 




Adhikarana' ■■(5) At the ^ Fire4nstallation \ there should 
be option in the rmtter of the variously numbered 

"■ Fees. 

SUTRA (7). 

II.EGABD TO THE ITUMBERS THEBE SHOULD BE. OPTION, AS THEBE WOULD 
BE INCOMPATIBILITY WITH THE DECLARATIONS . 

Bhdsya, 

111 coimectioii with Fire-imtallation^ we have the following injmictions 
regarding the Sacrificial Fee — •'‘ One should be given, — six should be given,- — 
should be given ’ and so forth. 

The question to be considered is — ^among these several numbers, should 
there be option ? Ot combination ? 

The Purvapalcsa is that “ there should be combinatioii, as thereby we 
secure a larger number of accessories, and that would be more in accordance 
with the Declaration of Procedure which takes in all the subsidiary details 
In answer to this there is the following Siddhdnta : — *ln regard to the 
numbers there should he option ; — ^why ? — because there would he incompatibility 
with the declarations ; the declaration that ‘ one should be given Mays down 
the thing qualified by the number ‘ one ’ as securing the services of the 
Priest ; similarly the declaration ‘ six should be given ’ lays down the thing 
qualified by the number ‘ six ’ as serving the same purpose -if then, the 
‘ one ’ and the ‘ six ’ were combined, there would appear a tiiird number 
‘ seven and the services would, in that case, have been secured by means 
of the thing as qualified by the number ‘ seven and tliis would be incom- 
patible with the declaration of ‘ one ’ and the declaration of ‘ six 

Objection — “ What the texts lay down is not the securing of services, 
but the act of giving — ‘ one should be given ‘ six should be given 

Answer — -The act of ‘ Giving ’ consists in the creating of the ownership 
of another person over a thing that belongs to one’s own self ; and this ac^t is 
done with the view that the other person may become the owner of the 
tiling given; — ^it is when the man concerned has acquired this owners liip 
over the thing given that he performs the priestly functions (for the gwer) ; and 
herein lies the purpose of the Giver ; which thus becomes a visible one. If 
the act were taken to be a mere giving in general, then an unseen result 
would have to be assumed (as following from such giving). As a matter of 
fact also, we find the several numbers ‘one’ and the rest mentioned in 
connection with the ' securing ; of ■ the services of the Priests. Under the 
circumstances, if any one’s services are secured by means of ‘ seven ’ things, 
then that man’s services have not' been' secured by means of ‘one’ or of 
‘ six ’ ; so that those people consent to serve not for ‘ on© nor for ‘ six % 
but for seven ’ and thus there is with- Vecllc deciwxiiions . — 
From tiiis it follows that regard to the numbers there should be op^/o/o 
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Adhikabana (6) ; In the case of ‘ Group-am'tnal~sacrifices \ 
there should he option in regard to the several 
Jdghanis ^ {Legs). 

SUTRA (8). 

It is a paet of the substance ; as befoke, it should be treated as 

AN ACT WITH A FURFOSE ; OPTION BEING POSSIBLE, A RESTRICTION 
HAS BEEN MADE ; AS IT IS A PRIMARY ACT. 

Bhasya. 

There is the declaration — ‘ For the Ladies they sacrifice with the TMgh 
In connection with * Group -Animal-Sacrifices ’ [where a number of animals 
are sacrificed, and hence there are a large number of TMg]is\ there arises the 
question — Should all the thighs be used in ‘ combination ’ ? Or should 
there be option ? — ^Here also the same principle is applicable ; if the sacrifice 
concerned is an act with a purpose, then there should be option, — but if it is 
an act of ‘ disposal % then there should be ‘ combination \ 

The iSiddhdnta is as follows; — It is a part of the substance; as before, it 
should be treated as an act with a purpose ; like the action dealt with in the 
preceding Adhiharana, the act of ‘sacrificing with Thighs, for the Ladies’, 
should be treated as an act with a purpose ; this act, appearing first of all at 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa, comes into the ‘ group -animal-sacrifices ’ indirectly 
through the General Law -at the Darsha-Furnmndsa, it is done as an act 
with a purpose ; as at that sacrifice, there is no ‘ remnant ’ in the shape of 
the ‘ Thigh ’ (there being no animal -ofierings there), to be disposed of by an 
act of disposal; in fact, it is only an ordinary Thigh that is used there, as an 
optional alternative to Clarified Butter, wMch option comes into the 

through the General Law. — And yet in that connec- 
tion we have the declaration, ‘ For the Ladies, they sacrifice with the Thigh 
- — ^Under the circumstances, this declaration can betaken only as restricting 
the option to one thing (the Thigh) only y — -this restriction to the Thigh can 
be only to the Thigh in the form in which it has come in through the General 
Law; — and it has come in only as a subordinate factor; — hence at the 
Agmsomiya-animal-sacrifvce, the Thigh is only a subordinate factor, and the 
act (of sacrifice) is the predominant factor as it is at the Agnlsomiya, so 

should it be at the ‘ group-animal sacrifices ’ also. From all this it follows 
that at these latter also, the sacrifice in question is an act with a purpose ; 
and as it is an act with a purpose, there can be no ‘combination ’ of the Thighs, 
which serve the same purpose ; hence there should be option. 
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SUTRA (9). 

[PiJByAPAKSA-— (A)]— ‘ Even thoegh it is a sixbstanoe, 

^ SHOULD BE COMBINATION AS THE SUBSTANCE IS 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY AN ACT ; AS THAT ACT IS DIFEERENT 
WITH EACH ANIMAL, IT IS ONLY THUS THAT 
IT IS DONE AS AT THE ARCHETYPE.'' 

Bhdsya, 

Says the Opponent — “ Even though the T/%^. is subservient to the act 
— there should be combination why "^--because the substance is broughl 
about by an act the substance. Thigh, has been brought about by the act 
of quartering the animal,— and hence there is a desire to find out a. use for 
it : — ^then there is the declaration, ■ For the Ladies, they sacrifice with the 
Thigh ’ ; — Whence it becomes recognised that this is the use for the Thigh 
(that has been obtained by the quartering). At the ‘ group-animal -sacrifice \ 
that act is different with each animal, — and the substance ‘ Tliigh ’ is obtained 
by that act (of quartering) from each animal;— hence it follows that at the 
sacrifices in question also the Thigh is obtained for the same purpose of 
‘sacrificing for the Ladies thus does the act become done as at the 
Archetype. From this it follows that, even when the act is one for a purpose. 
there should be combfnaiion.’* 

SUTRA (10). 

[Objection against Purvapaksa— argument (A)]— The same might be the 
CASE WHTH the Pan ALSO IF THIS IS URGED [then the 
Piirvapaksin’s answer would be as in the next 
Sutra], 

Bhdsya. 

If you {Purmpahsin) think that— “ in as much as the Thighs have be<ai, 
brought about by an act, there should be combination of these then, 
for the same reason there may be combination in the ease of the Pan also, 
where it is laid down that ‘one winnows the chafi with the Oake-baldng- 
pan ’ ; the use of tliis Pan also is prompted by an act (of ui-ymowing) ; so 
that the winnowing of the chaff should be the use for the Pan ; — and as a 
necessary consequence of this, in comiection with the Group -Cake -offerings 
also, winnowing of the chaff sYmAA he done with every one of tlie baking 
pans (which is an absurdity) — ^^or else you should point out souio differen<*e 
in the two cases (of Thighs Brad oi Pans). 

SUTRA (11). 

“Not so ; the - act is fob another purpose/' 



“ It cannot be as mged above.— Why ^-—Because the act Is for another 
i.e. the emplo^^ the Pans is for a different^ purpose— for 
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the purpose of cooking (baking) tlie.Cake ; when tbe Pan lias been secured 
for tliat purpose, tlae wimiowing of the chaff might also be done with it once 
in a., way ; just as in a case .where-, a' man has gone to fetch fuel, he bi’ings 
some vegetables also by the way-; -but- .that does not inoau that his going 
out w^as for the purpose of bringing the vegetables, 

® But ho^v do you know that the Pan is really Iirought in for the baking 
of the cake, and is used, only by the way, for the purpose of ivwnowlng the 
(haff\—B>i\d it is not obtained for the purpose of both the ivhmowing 
.as. well as the daMwg ? ’ 

The reason, for this has: been alreadj" explained — * The corning .comiec- 
tioii is for that purpose If the Pans have not been brought into existence 
for the purpose of winnowing the chaff, then it is not necessary that all the 
Pans should be used for the piupose of that winnowing, 

[The above is the Purvapaksin\s answer to the argument urged against 
him in Su. 10], 


The Sutra (11) may be taken as refuting both (the Pimapahsa argument 
in Su. 9, as well as the argument against it urged in Su, 10) — It cannot 
he as suggested, as the act is for another ‘purpose ; — as regards the Pan 
the argument has been already answered (by the Purvapaksm, imder this 
Sutra itself, see Para. 1 above) ; as regards the Thigh also, the act of 
quartering of the Body is for another purpose, — ^i.e. for the purpose of securing 
the Heart and other limbs, not for securing the Thigh itself. — ^Further, when 
the animal has been killed for the purpose of making offerings with the 
Heart and other limbs, the quartering of the body is for that same purpose. 
From this it is clear that the quartering is not for the obtaining of the Thigh ,, — 
When that is not so, then there can be no desire to seek for a us© for the 
quartering; — ^whence then could there be any connection based upon that 
desii’© ? — ^As a matter of fact, the comes in only as a bye-jproduct of 

the process of obtaining the Heart and other limbs ; — and tins Thigh has 
been laid down as to be used in the ‘ Sacrifices for the Ladies * ; — these 
sacrifices are accomplished by means of a single Tlugh ; — hence the con- 
clusion is that in the matter of the Thighs used at the ‘group-animal 
sacrifices % there should be option. 

SUTRA (12). 

[ Fufvapahsa — argument (B)]—'' It should be beoabbed as ah act of 
' Disposal AS IT is a Remhaht.’' 

Bhdsya , 

Bays the Opponent — “ There could be option if the act were on© with a 
pw'pose ; it is however an act of ‘ disposal ; — ‘ how so ? ’ — ^because it is a 
reninmit ; the sacrifice having been accomplished with the animal, the Thigh 
is a remnant, and there being no use for it, it has to be thrown away some- 
where ; and it is this ih/rowmg ami^ oi that is done at the ‘Ladies’ 
sacrifice’; and it is not the TMg/ir that is enjoined by the text in question. 



2360 


SHABAItA-BHlSYA : 

nor the ‘ Ladies’ sacrifices ’ ;--~both these having been already enjoined 
elsewhere ; it is only the connection between these two that has not been 
laid down anywhere else ; hence it is this connection that has been laid 
down by the text in question. Under the circumstances, the Thigh should 
be regarded as the predomdnant, not the subordinate, factor. If it were a 
subordinate factor, then it would have to be subordinate in several eases. — 
‘What is the harm in that ? ’ — That would militate against the inJimctio!i, 
‘ One should i-dli the Agmsomiya animal ’ ; as in this case this animal becoiTK‘s 
dedicated to several deities, (not only to Agni-Soma ), — a part of it being 
‘dedicated to J[grm-/S'Gma and another being dedicated to the deities of 
the ‘ Ladies’ sacrifices For these reasons, the sacrifice in question shoiiid 
be regarded as one of- ‘ disposal It being an act of ‘disposal’, if the 
Thigh of one animal only were so ‘disposed of’, then that animal alone 
would be ahected by the consequent embellishment (not all the animals). — 
Hence there should be ‘ combination ’ of all the Thighs.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Objection against PurvapaJcsa would be so in the case of 

‘ Boiled Milk ’ also —as that also has an antecedent. . 

Bhdsya. 

If it be as suggested above, then the act spoken of in the text — ‘ Rice 
cooked in Boiled Milk— Rice Cooked in Curd ’—worild also have to be 
regarded as one of ‘ disposal — ^Why Because that also has a>n . antecedent ; 

the Boiled Milk a>nd Curd have been already come in for being offered to 
Indra ; so that, when it is offered to Vimu-shipivista. it means that it has gone 
over to something else ;* — ^so that when that also has come in, the Milk and 
Curd come to be regarded as being for the purposes of that with which it 
would become connected ; as such would be the sense of the declaration ; 
hence when it goes over to something else, it would have to be an act of 
‘ disposal’, it being only a remnanif ; so that, in accordance with the reasoning 
propounded in Bu. 12, this act would have to be regarded as one of ‘ disposal 
Or you should point out some difference between this case and that put 
forward under Six. 12. 

SUTRA (14). 

[All PurvapaJcsa and other arguments propotmded in S'U. 13, mis'wered]— 
(A) It is a' CASE of option, it being an ' ACT WITH A PFEPOSE 
: ; .. AS THE PFRPOSE IS EESTBICTIVE. (B) It IS IN THE 

‘ Remnant’; THAT ' THE' EFFECT of the act ' 
inheres ; HENCE; IT SHOULD BE AN " ACT' 

WITH A purpose ’. 

Bhdsya, 

This Supra supplies the answer to Sutras ( 12) and (13 ). 

. ; (A)— As negards the argument (put forward in Su. 12) that “ the offering, 

of .the yAfp'A-.shouId be regarded as an aet'.of oiir answer to it is as 
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follows,, :-~At the Ajclietype, there'' Js ; between the Thigh and the 

Clarified Butter ; — the same option being, adimssifole at the Animal-sacrifice* 
the re-assertioBr—contained in the text .‘For the Ladies they sacrifice with 
the Thigh —is mainly meant to' restrict ■ the option (to the only) ; 

tliis reassertion has thus served its purpose by exclnding tlm Utarifml Butler, 
and hence cannot serve the further purpose of excluding the Thigh from 
being used for an ac^ with a purpose,' — As for the argument — ‘ because it is a 
remnant h — -as a matter of fact,, even a remnant can be subservient in several 
places if there is a declaration to that effect ; as in the case of the ‘ Kusha- 
bedding’. 

(B) — ^As regards the argument (put forward in Su, 13) tliatr-— ‘‘ When 
the Boiled Milk, which has been brought in for one thing, is used at another, 
it should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ’ ”, — -this also cannot be right 
why ? — because it is in the Bemnant that the effect of the act inheres ; what is 
brought by the act inheres (centres in) that Reimiant -which ‘ has been 
used,— “ What is that effect ” ? — ^It is e?nbellishment ; this is what is brought 
about by the act. As for the Boiled Milk or the Curd, it has not been used 
anywhere, and that sacrifice also is not accomplished for the purpose of 
which it had been brought in. — ^From all this it follows that what is done 
with the Thighs or with the ‘ Boiled Milk’ and ‘the Curd’, must be an 
act with a purpose, not an act of ‘ disposal 
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Adhik ARANA (7) : The permanent Fire in the ^ UkJm 
{Hearth) becomes modified by the ^ Pros2)ective Fire^^. 
SUTRA (15). 

[Purvajoahsa — continued] — ''In the Hearth, there shoulb be, com- 
bination OF, THE ' Permanent ' anb the ' Prospectite ' 
Fires ; as the ' prospect ’ is founb mentioneb in con- : ■ 

NECTION with the KEEPING (of THE Fire).” 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the Fire-altar, there is ‘Fir© in the Heart ii,\ iaid 
down in the text—' Produces Fire by heat ’ ; in reference to this Fire, we 
read — ‘For one desiring Braimiic glory, one should fehch Fire from the 
barning Tree-top and keep it ; for on© desiring food, from the Frying Furnace ; 
and for one desiring Rain, from the mgr -/fre 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question— Is there to be 
combination of ‘the Permanent Fire (in the Hearth) and the Prospective Fire 
(brought in for the attainment of Brahmic glory, etc.) ? Or should tlie 
Perinanent Fire ho modified (replaced) by the Prospective Fir© ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows Iti the Heurth, there should he com- 
bination of the Permanent and the Prospective Fires* — Wh^'* ? — Because thus 
alone would the entire declaration of procedure including ail the accessoi'v 
details be honoured. — It has been decided that when a detail is con- 
tingent at the Archetype, its modification can be due only to a particular 
connection (Su. 3. 6. 10) ; and in accordance with this principle the Prospective 
Fire should replace the Permanent one ’.—It cannot replace it — why ? — 
because the prospect is found mentioned in connection ivith the keeping of the 
Fire ; the prospect or desire is found mentioned in reference to tiie keeping 
of the Fire, in the text — ‘ Having fetched the Fire, one should keep it, fr>r 
one desiring Bralimic glory ’ ; it is not meant that tliis Fire is used for th<‘ 
offering of the oblations on behalf of one desiring Bralunic gior\' ; so that ihv 
desired result (glory, etc.) follows* only - from the heepmg of the Fire after 
it has been fetched from the Burning Tree-topi, etc., and the oblations shall 
continue to be offered as usual in the Permanent Fire in the H<‘art!!, ; — 
thus, as both the' Fires come in together (in the Hearth), it must lx* a ease 
of ' combination 

[PuEVApAKSA— '■ Also begaitsb, in th;e absence (of the 
Permanent Fire),.:;the 'performance would be bone in 
ijnconsecrateb Fires . 

BMsya. 

If the Permanent Fire were replaced by the Prospective Fire, then the 
former would not be there at all ; and when tliis is not there, the perfonnnncv 
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of tlie act would he done in unconsecrated Fires — -btoright from tb© 'Fnjing 
Furnace and other soiirces ; and. this would be., the principle that 

the Mnstaliation of 'Fir© ’ is f or th© ■ pinposes . of all acts. — For tluh reason 
also there shoiiid be combination of the two Fires.” 

SUTRA (17). 

[Pu.RVAPAKSA — concluded]— ' Also beO-AUSe that (Fiee) ..is for 

PXJBPOSBS OF THE DeITY.” 

Bhdsya. 

Then again, the adoption of the Deity has been done by the Anvddhmui 
of the Permanent Fire if then that Fire were abandoned, then the Deities 
would become excluded ; and it would be the mere maintenance of the Fire 
that would be accomplished by the said Anvddhcma of the Fire; and when 
tills maintenance would be done by the AnvddJiana, this latter could not serve 
the purpose of adopting the Deities.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTEE OF FACT, THEEB WOTTL'D BE MODIFICATION 
(EEPLACEMENT) FOE REASONS ALREADy' ADDUCED. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, there should he modification {replacement) of the 
Permanent Fir© by the Prospective Fire; the reasons for tliis have been 
already adduced under Sutra 3. 6. 10. — ^Th© declaration that ‘ Oblation- 
offerings are made in the Ahavanlya Fire'^ is a general one, wMie the declara- 
tion that ‘For on© desiring Rain, the Fire should be obtained from the 
Lightning Fire ’ is a special one ; — ^and a special statement should set aside 
the General Statement. — ^Why ? — ^Because, as for the general rule, even when 
it is set aside in a case where a special rule is applicable, it has room for 
application in eases not covered by that special nil© ; wMle, as for the 
special rule, if it is not applied to the particular case, which is the only one 
to which it can apply, — there is no room for its application at all; which 
would mean that its injunction is entirely useless ; — ^it is in order to guard 
against this contingency that the General Rule is taken as set aside by the 
special rule. 

It has been argued (in Su. 15) that— “ the prospect is found mentioned 
in connection with the keeping of the Fire ’h— Our answer to this is as follows ; 
—When it is laid down that ‘ One should fetch the Fire from the Frying 
Furnace and keep it % it is the keeping of the Permanent Fire itself which 
is meant for oblation -offerings, in reference to wliieh the particular ‘ prospect ' 
or desk© has been mentioned, in the text — ^ For one desiring Food, he should 
fetch it from the Frying Fuxmace’ ; the term ‘ avadadhydt ’ (in these prospec- 
tive texts) is only a re-assertion {oi the keeping already laid down in con- 
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iiection with the Permanent Fire). — the mention of the ' prospect ’ were 
in reference to the Iceeping, then it would be the lieepwpf that would be the 
object of the Injunction ; because what has itself not been enjoined cannot 
be the means of accomplishing a desired result. If then, the keeping wem 
the object of Injunction, then the sentence would be enjoining that keeping 
and also laying down a special rule; Bxid this would mean a syntactical split. 
Hence the mention of the Prospect cannot be taken as being in connection 
with the keeping of the Fire. — ^The fact of the matter is that the injunc- 
tion of the Permanent Fire for the purpose of oblation-offerings stands 
unaffected; whatis done by the texts in question is that the same Permanent 
Fire is referred to for the purpose of laying down the specml Fires ; so that 
what the text (speaking of the Lightning-Fire, for instance) means is simply 
that ‘ one desiring Bain should secure, for purposes of the oblation-offering, 
the Lightning Fire Thus then, this other Fire is a contingent one, 
and hence when that contingency (the presence of the said desire) is there, 
that contingent Lightning Fire must replace tYie peimanant Fire, — this is the 
only right course to be adopted. 

StJTRA (19). 

On the basis oe the Dibeot Dbclabation, the bebformance may be 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (in Su, 16) that “ if the Permanent Fire is not there, 
the performance would be done in unconsecrated Fires — Our answer to 
this is as follows :*— On the basis of the Direct Declaration, the performance 
may he done in unconsecrated Fires ; what is there that a Direct Declaration 
cannot do ? There is no burden too heavy for Direct Declaration. For 
instance, there is the injunction to offer the oblation ‘ at the footst€>p 
(where certainly there is no consecrated Fire). 

StiTEA (20). 

There woijld' ALSO be an incongruity, ie there were comming-ling* 

Bhdsya, 

Further, if there were * combination ’ of the Fires, there would be a 
commingling of the Fraddvya Fire (which is contingent) with the Fite m the 
a^^ar (which is permanent) ; and this has been declared to be an incongruity, 
in the text— ^ If one’s Fire becomes mingled with the Prdddvya Fire, he 
should offer a cake baked on eight pans to Agni-Shuchi ; as the Prdddvya 
'Fire is very impure *. 
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StJTRA {21). 

MAY BE ,0X ITHE BASIS OE BIBECT BECLAEATIOX IE THIS IS,'0RG,EB 

[then the answer is as given in the next &7lm]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ There can be nothing wrong in tMs commingling, 
as it would be on the basis of the Direct Declaration ; and when something 
is done on the basis of a Direct Declaration, there can be nothing wrong in 
'•it.” ;, 

The answer to this is as follows : — 

SUTRA (22). 

So ALSO IX THE OTHER CASE. 

Bhdsya. 

In the other case also, the oblation-ofering would be done in the micon- 
secrated Fires on the basis of a Direct Declaration. So that, in both cases, 
there would be nothing wrong — on account of the act concerned in oadi 
case being done on the basis of a Direct Declaration ; hence there would be 
nothing wrong in either case ; consequently the view that there should be 
replacement (of the Permanent Fire) is accepted, as that course is a con- 
tingent one (and hence should be accepted) ; so that there should be no 
® combination ’ of the two Fires. 

StJTRA (23). 

Evex ox abaxboxmext, thebe woulb be aboptiox, as the act 

WILL HAVE BEEX BOXE. 

Bhasya^ 

It has been argued (under Su. 17) that, ‘'the Fire is for purposes of 
the Deity — Our answer to this is as follows on abandonment of 

the Permanent Fire, there wotald be notMng incompatible in the adoption 
of the Deities,— as the act will have been done ; as a matter of fact, the Deities 
are adopted by the AnvMhdnu oi th-Q Fires, not by the Fire-itself ; the text 
bearing on the matter being— ‘ One who up the Fire on the previous 
day sacrifices to the Deity on the following day ’ ; — this taking up of the 
Fire has been done already (on the previous day), and the Deities adopted 
therein may very well have the sacrifice offered to them in another Fire, — 
Thus there is no incongruity involved (in the Siddhdnta\ 



Abhikabana (S): The 'Modificatory'' Fire mnnot be 
regarded as ' Ahavanlya . 

SUTRA (24). 

[Puevapaksa] — “It should be begabdbd as the ‘ Ahavahiya as 

IT IS CONBfECTBD WITH ‘ 5 hUTI ’ (OBLATION-OEFBRIHG).” 

BJidsya, ' 

The " Modificato 7 'y Fire ' [i.e. tlie Prospective Fire that has replaced 
the Permanent Fire in the hearth] should be regarded as the ' Ahamnh/a" ; 
— ^why ? — because it is connected with ' dhtiUd {oblation-offer 17^ g) ; that Fire is 
called Ahavanly a \ which is approached and then has oblatiofis offered into 
it ('"etya huyate yasmin ^) ;- — a,nd oblatiofis are actually offered in the Fire in 
question -hence it must be regarded as the ‘ Ahavamya 

SUTRA (25). ^ 

[SlDDHlHTA] — I t MUST BE ANOTHEB ; BECAUSE THIS HAS BBEH TAKE^ 
OUT AHD BROUGHT IK. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, another Fire should be the Ahavamya ; the ‘Modificatory 
Fire’ cannot be the Ahavamya ; — ^why ? — because this has been taken out 
and brought in ; this Fire is an ordinary one, which is ‘ taken out ’ and ‘ brought 
in ’ — as is clear from the injunctions ‘ One should bring it in out of the 
Frying Furnace ‘ One should bring it in out of the Pixiddrya \ — The name 
^ ahavamya^ is hdbSed upon consecration it being applied only after et^rtain 
consecratory embellishments have been performed,— and never heffwe tliat. 

As for the argument that “ the Fire is connected with Ahuii (obhuiou- 
offering) ”, — oblation-offerings have been laid dotm as to be done after the 
‘ Ahavamya ’ character has been established,— as is clear from the injunction. 

‘ Offers oblations in the Ahavamya ’ ; the oblations being laid down as to be 
done in the well-established Ahavaniya ; so that the name "ahamfivya" 
is not based upon the fact of Ahutis (oblations-offerings) being made in it. 
—From all tliis it follows that the Modificcdory Fire, cannot be tiie Alutanuya. 

The ptupose of this Adhikarana is that the details of the ‘ Ahttmnhja ’ 
are not to be performed in connection with the Modificatory Fire in questiom 


Adhikaeana (9) : In connection witJi the Modificcdory Fire^ 
there is to be no InstallMory Consecration. 

SUTRA (26). 

[Pxirvapaksa] — In connection with that Fibe, the Conseceation 

BITES SHOELD BE PERFOBMED, — AS TOEY HAVE- BEEN ' 
ENJOINED.” 

• Bhdsya, 

'' In connection loUh that — the Alodificatory Fire — the coiiseeratioii- 
f ites of installation — should be performed they have been enjoined ; — 

i.e. the consecration-rites have been enjoined as being for the performance of 
all acts, — Fire-installation being a necessary accessory to all acts ; if therefore 
these were not performed in the case in question, then the act concerned, 
being wanting in that accessory, would be futile.” 

SUTRA (27). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^A s A MATTER OF FACT, THEY SHOULD BE OMITTED ; IT IS 

A SUBSTITUTE. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, they — i.e. the consecration-rites— be omitted , — 
why ? — because it is a substitute ; the Fire in question has been declared to be 
in the place of— a substitute for, — the consecrated Fire; and this peculiar 
declaration sets aside the Consecrated Fire ; and "when the Consecrated Fire 
has been set aside, wdiy should the consecration -rites be performed again ?•— 
They might have been done for the purpose of making the Fire consecrated ; 
but what is required in the case is an unconsecrated Fire. Hence it follows 
that thoi^e rites should be omitted. 



ABHiKABAijrA (10) : The ^ Fire in the Hearth' is not to 

be heptfor ever. 

SUTRA (28). 

[PuRVAPAKSA.] — “ Permanent maintenance being possible, there 

SHOTJLB BE OPTION ; AS THERE CAN BE NO PROHIBITION WITHOUT 

REASON.” 

Bhdsya, 

■ '' ■ . ’ ■ # 

In connection with the same ‘Fire in the Hearth’, we proceed to 
consider the question — ^May it be kept permanently or not kept, at option ? 
Or should it not be kept permanently at all ? 

The Purvapaksa is as follows: — Pernmnent maintermnce being possible, 
there should he option-, Le, one may, or may not, keep it permanently. — 
Why so ? — Became there could he no prohibition without reason ; there is the 
following prohibition of its maintenance- — ‘ It should not be kept up ; if it is 
kept up, it creates enemies for him ’ this prohibition would Have some 
sense only if the Jjeepinp up of the Fire were a possibility; e.g. such 
prohibitions as Vone should not go ’, ‘ one should not eat ’, have some sense 
only in cases where going and eating are possible ; — ^but there could be no 
such possibility of the keeping up of the Fire without a Direct Declaration 
to that effect; hence we infers the existence of a Declaration enjoining the 
keeping up of the Fire ; this inferred Declaration makes the keeping up 
possible, while the aforesaid Prohibition forbids it; hence there should be 
in the matter.” 

StJTEA (29). 

[SidDhIOTA]— As A MATTEB OF FACT, THE PBOHIBITIO.ISr APPBETAIHS 

TO THE ‘ FiBE of EXTIHaUISHED BBILLIAHOB ’ ; AS THERE IS 
PEBMAHEHT MAESTTEHAHCB OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

In case there were no possibility of the maintenayice of the Fire on the 
basis of an already perceptible Vedic Declaration, then alone would there 
be some ground for the inference of a Declaration to that effect a matter 
of fact however, there is already a Direct Declaration relating to * the Fire 
of Extinguished Brilliance which makes possible the maintenance of the 
Fire in question ; this declaration being— ‘ The Ahavaniya, of extinguishsd 
hrilliance, should be kept up permanently ’ ; and inasmuch as the Fire in 
the Hearth has taken the place of the Ahavaniya, what lias been declared 
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regarding the Ahavanlya becomes applicable. to that also thus there arises 
the possibility of the permanent maintenance of . the Fire in the Hearth 
in question; — ^and it is the prohibition of this that is contained in the text 
.■quoted' above (to the effect that this Fire ‘ should not be kept up/) thus 
there is ^ no ground for the inferring of ■ a text (rendering the permanent 
maintenance possible). — ^Thus then, as there is no direct injunction of keeping 
up the Fire in the Hearth , — and there is no need for , keeping it up,-— it 
should not be kept up at. all. 




Adhikarana (11) : At the Sattra ’ and the ‘ Ahma ’ 
sacrifices, such acts as the ‘ Tottching of the Shukra 
Vessel ’ and the like should he done hy one 
Sacrifixier only. 

SUTRA (30). 

Among the host of acts to be done by Saceificbes, only one should 

DO THE ACTS FOE OTHEE PUEPOSES. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Sattra and Ahma sacrifices, there are a host of 
acts to be done by the sacrificers. [In regard to these the question arising 
as to whether these should be done by ail the Sacriftcefs, of whom there are 
several, or by only one of them ?] the Siddhdnta is that among these acts 
those that are ‘ pardrtha \ ‘for other pmposes ’—such as ‘ the Sacrificer 
touches the Shuhra-vessel % ‘ the Post of Udiimbara wood is as tall as 
the Sacrificer ’ and so oxif—should be done by only one Sacrificer, not by all 
of them. — ^\Yhy ? — Simply because they are for other purposes; i.e. in 
these cases, the act concerned confers no benefit on the sacrificer ; if it did, 
then for the sake of securing the benefit, to himself, every sacrificer would 
do it. As a matter of fact, the acts are done by the sacrificer simply because 
they have got to be done ‘ by the Sacrificer ’ ; hence, when it has been done 
by one, there can be no need for its being done by aiiotiior ; hence only one 
of them should do these acts. 


Adhikarana (12) : At the ‘ Ahlna the said ‘ Touching of 
the Shukra, etc.’’ may he done by any one Sacrificer. 

SUTRA (31). 

Thbee can be no kbstkiction, as thebe is no geottnd eoe 

DIFPEEBNTIATION. 

BJidsya. 

There can he no restriction as to which particular Sacrificer should do 
the acts m question, — any one of these may do them. — ^^"hy ? — Became 
there is no ground for differentiation ; we do not find any grounds for 
diferentiation, — either in words or in facts ; — hence there can be no restriction. 

This is the final conclusion so far as the Ahlna is concerned, where there 
is no ‘ Ohief ’ among the Sacrificers — [with the Sattra it is different, tliue Master 
of the House is the (7/we/ Sacrificer; hence the case of Sattra is dealt with 
separately in the next dd/w^amna]. 



Adhikaeana ( 13 ) ; At the \Sattm the said acts should be 
done by the Master of the House only. 

StJTRA (32). 

Or, the Chief one shottld do these, as there would be no incom- 
patibility IN THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Sattra however, the Master of the House is the one Sacrificer 
that should do the acts in question. — ^Why ? — Bemuse there would be no 
incompatibility in that ; if the said Sacrificer did these, there would be no 
incongruity in it; he is the one Sacrificer who should not perform the 
functions of the ' Priests ’ ; hence there would be some difhcuity and 
confusion if among the priestly functions, there arose the question as to which 
one should perform the acts — to the performance of which all would be 
equally entitled. 

If this method is adopted, there is some useful purpose served by the 
‘ Master of the House — ^in that he would perform those functions bearing 
iipon the Sacrifice that are to be performed ‘ by the jS'acri/icef \ 


Adhikaeana (14) : At the Sattra, embelUshmerds like 
‘ anointing ’ are to he done to all the Sacrificers. 

SUTRA (33). 

[PCkvapaksa — cowtinued ] — “ Ax the Sattea, it should be the ‘ Mastbe 

OF THE House’, — as others have ho conhectioh ; — just 

AS IK THE CASE OF THE TITLE ‘ HaUTRA 

BJidsya. 

The question that arises now is in regard to thosc^ acts pertaining to 
Sacrificers which are for the purpose of * embellivsliing ’ them [and not those 
that are for the purposes of the sacrifice^- — such as ‘ after the body has been 
anointed, he puts on the cloth ’ ; the question being — -are these also to be 
done by the Master of the House only ? or by all the Sacrificers ? 

The Purvapalcsa is as follows; — ‘‘They should be done by the Master 
of the House only; — why? — as others have no connection (with the title 
‘ Master of the House ’) ; so that when this course is adopted, the connection 
of the title with the act is not absent ; i.e. it comes to serve a useful purpose. 
— ^How ? — ^We explain : — In this connection the term ‘ grha ’ (‘ House ’) stands 
for the sacrifice, not for the House itself ; if the House itself were meant, 
then, there would be no distinction ; as all the sacrificers are masters of the 
home (of sacrifice). — -‘ But of the sacrifice bIso ell of them are musters \ — 
True, that is so ; and yet through the title, some sort of superiority is dis- 
cernible ; just as in the case of such assertions as ‘ Devadatta is the Brdhmana 
in Maihurd \ This superiority, in the ease in question, may be due to the 
larger number of functions performed, or to sharing the benefits to a larger 
extent. The largeness in the number of functions is not possible (in case of 
the Master), as the others have a much larger number of functions to perform ; 
the larger sharing in the benefits however is possible, specially because the 
‘ embellishments of the Saerificer ’ apply to him to a larger extent than to 
the others. Hence the conclusion is that with a view to the applicability 
of the title ‘ Master of the House % the acts meant to benefit the performers 
should be don© by the Master of the House only. — As in the case of the title 
^hautra^ ; i.e. with a view to the applicability of the title ^hautra* the 
acts included under that title are to be performed by the Hotr priest only ; 
similar should be the case in the present instance also.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[Pubyafaksa — Also because of the scriptural 

DEOLABATIOK.’’ 

Bhdsya . 

“ There is the following scriptural declaration indicating the fact of 
larger benefits accruing to the Master of the House — ‘ He who, at the Sattra, 
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is the Master of the House emong the Saerificers, is the propoiinder of the 
Sattra and acquires superior prosperity ’ this would be, possible .onlj? if he 
shared the benefits to a larger extent than the others.” 

SUTRA (35). 

[SlBBHlOTA] — ^AS A MATTER OE FACT ALL SHOXTLD DO THEM ; AS THE 
ACTS ABE FOB THE BEKEEIT OF ALL. 

Bhdsya, 

As a matter of fact, all the Sacrificers, — ^n.ot the Master of ike House 
alone — -should do those acts that are for the benefit of the performers. — 
Why ? — Because acts are for the benefit of all ; the acts in question have 

been declared (in the following text) as being for the benefit of all the 
sacrificers^ — Desiring prosperity, they should proceed to perforin tiie Dva- 
sacrifice h If, then, there is some one among the sacrificers who 
has not had the embellishments done to liim, — ^for him, the sacrifice would 
be defective to that extent, and hence futile ; and this would militate against 
the declaration that the acts are of use equally to all. 

SUTRA (36). 

The txtle ‘ Mastee of the Hohse ' also applies equally to all. 

Bhdsya, 

Just as, though the Master of the House does not do anything himself, 
other persons do the work for him, similarly even %vith tlus, there is 
superiority attaching to the Master, as not as a sharer in larger 

benefits ; as in reality, there is no superiority in the matter of the benefits 
at all. 

Says the Opponent — "‘Through self-interest, the Saerifieers would 
purposely omit acts that are conducive to the fulfilment of the sacrifice,'' 

The answer to this is as follows : — 

SUTRA (37). • 

WhEEE THEBE is incompatibility, THE OTHEE ^SHOIJLB .BE DONE. 

Bhdsya, 

In a case where there is no incompatibility between what is for the 
benefit of the sacrifice and what is for the man’s benefit, — tlieiv it may be 
that the Priests would do the latter ; but when they are incompatible, they 
would do the other one, — ^i.e. that which is for the benefit of the sacrifice. — 
Why ?— If the act benefiting the sacrifice were not done, tlien the ssunifice 
itself would not be accomplished ; on the other hand, if the. act for the man’s 
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benefit were omitted, the defect would attach- to.' the man ; and 'liiidor tlie 
principle that ‘'when there is conflict among -tiiE? details of s'lil'widiarios, 
what is for its owni purpose slicaild be adopted*' (Su. VI. 2. 2“)), gri*at(-3r 
importance attaches to what- is for . the benefit of the sar:rifiee. — TTencc* 
that is what should be. done. 

SUTRA (38). 

.As . REGARDS THE ' HaUTRA IT IS BECAFSE IT .IS FOB THE SAKE OF 

OTHERS. 

Bhasya. 

As regards the argument that “ it is as in the case of the- title Haulra ”, 
— ^in the case .of the Hanlm, the man is for the sake of others, th,e act is not 
for the sake of the man ; hence it may be done by any one of them only, 
not by all ; in tliis case the name would be the determining factor. In the 
case in question however, the title ‘ Alaster of the House ’ cannot bring about 
the ©xclusion of anything ; so that it could be applied on other grounds also ; 
and when it is not applied, it might well be useless, and not able to exckich*. 
any ; sp.ecially as there is no declaration excluding anything at all. 


SUTRA (39), 

The OTHER DECLARATION IS A MERE ASSERTION. 

Bhasya^ 

The sentence that has been cited by the Opponent — ‘He is the 
propoimder of the sacrifice % — does not indicate any tiling at all ; it is a mere 
assertion ; because there is no possibility^ of any larger benefits accruing ; 
because it is only whien there is such possibility^ that there can be a text 
indicative of it. 



At)t ttka rana ( 15 ): The Brdhma'm alone is entitled to 
perform the Priestly Functions. 

SCTRA (40). 

[PCevapaksa]— “ The Peibstly Function should belong to all 
CASTES, BECAUSE ALL ARE ABLE TO DO IT.” 

Bhasya. 

“ The Priestly Fwnction should belong to all castes^ — Brdhmmm^ Ksattriya 
and Fa^%a;~w1iy became all able to do it; they can all do it; 

they have had the requisite learning and are equally learned — no illiterate 
person has been laid down as to perform sacrifices ; and the repayment 
of debts (to ‘ Pitrs, Deities and !R§is) is necessary for all ; the mention of the 
‘ Brahmana ’ should therefore be taken merely as an indicative of all the 
three castes ; — as already explained.®’ 

SCTRA (41). 

[SiDDHSljfTA]— I t lOTFST TO BeIHMANAS ALONE, BECAUSE 

OE THE SmETT. 



The Priestly Functions should belong to Brdhmanas alone^ not to the other 
two castes.-~--Why 1— Became of the Smrti ; cultured people quote the following 
Smrti — ‘ Officiating as Priests, Teaching and Receiving of Gifts are the means 
of livelihood reserved ioT Brahmams only ® ; and it has been declared imdor 
Su. 1. 3. 7, that is authoritative. Mence, BrUkumtias alone should 

officiate as Priests at sacrifices. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also because the; 'PEUiT-Cur’ has been laid bow eoe 

THE OTHEBS. 

Bhasya, 

For the others i—Ksattriy as and FaMya.9,— the ‘ Fruit-Chip ® 1ms been 
laid down, in the text— ‘ If the sacrifice is performed for the Kmtriya or 
the Vaishya, Bind he wish to eat he should bring the banyan -sprouts, 

pound them, mix them up with curd, he should offer that to him, not the 
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Soma \ In the case of such assertions. as "‘if: the man desires to drink milk^ 
Tahra sliouid be given to him’,.' wiia-t.is understood from, this is, either that 
there is no milk available, or that the. eater ' concerned is one not entitled to 
eat milk ; — -so also, in the case in question, on the man desiring to eat Boma^ 
are, offered to him ;'here also it means either that there is no Soitm 
available, or that the Eater is not entitled to eat the Boma ; now as a matter 
„o,£ fact', there is plenty, of, Sonm available at the sacrifice; hence, what lias 
been said cannot be due to no Smna being available ; heiiee it follows that 
the. man is. not entitled to eat Soma, When thus the Ksattriya and the 
'Fafs%a- are not entitled to eat Soma, th&y cannot perform the, , priestly 
functions, — ^because it is .necessary for ,t.he Priests to eat Soma, Hence tlie 
■ eoncliision is that, the KmUriya and the VaisJiya cannot perform the pr,iestly 
functions, ■ ■ 

SUTRA (43). 

T'HE same is the case TOTH THE ' C'C'RB-BtJTTER-MiXTHRB WHERE ALSO 
THE EXCLUSION IS DUE TO THE FACT OF NOT BEING 
' DRINKER OF SOMA 

BMsya, 

Further, the text excluding the Ksattriya and the Vaishya from partaking 
of the ‘ Gurd-Butter-Mxture ’ states the fact of these not being ‘ Soma- 
drinkers ’ as the reason for that exclusion. — ‘Neither the Ksattriya nor the 
Vaishya should drink the Curd-Butter-Mixture, as he is a non-drinher of 
Smyia ’ ; this shows that the Ksattriya and the Vaishya do not partake of the 
Soma, 

SUTRA (44). 

Also because it is mentioned in connection with the 
‘ Quartering 

Bhdsya, 

In connection with the ‘ Quartering ’ of the Cake done at the Darsha- 
Purnamdsa, the Brdhmanas alone ha ve been mentioned, in the text — ‘ This 
offering-material is for the Brdhmanas, those that are gentle Soma^ drinkers ; 
it is not for the Non-Brdhma<na It has been explained that the quartering 
of the Cake is for purposes of Eating, — ^and the Eating of Remnants is for the 
Priests only ; if then the Priestly Functions were to be performed by the 
Ksattriya and the Vaishya also, then the offering -material could not be ‘/or 
the Brdhmanas ’ only ; as in certain cases it would be for the Ksattriya and 
the Vaishya also ; and hence the emphatic statement contained in the text 
quoted alone would become meaningless. 

61 
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SUTRA (4o). “ 

Also because it is so eouistd m the case of the ' Ahvaharya ’ 

Gift. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the ‘ Anvdhdrya Fee’ given at the Darska-Purnamdsa, ' In .con- 
nection with this Fee, the Brahmauas alone are mentio,ned in the text—' Ta 
Ue vai deud ahutddd yat brdhmctiyxstada/mdharati tcimva tma 
Sacrificial Fee is given to the Priests ; hence it follows that Brahirianus 
alone can foe priests. — ^Hence it is that we have the SmHi-mle cpioted above, — 
and tliis Smrti is supported by all the indicative texts quoted above. — 
From all tliis it follows that the Priestly Functions are to be pei'fornitvl liy 
Brdhnanas only, not foy the other two castes. ' 


E}id of Pdda iv of Adhqfdya XII, 


End of the SHABARA-BHlSyA. 




SHABARA-BHASYA 
Vol. III. 

PRELIMINARY INDEX. 


.-I hhlfihana— piuiibitialiiMi of' 
iU,2:i48. 

,4 bi> -ul Daslaipef^a — per- 

fonni‘ii, rat 2167. 
Abh;pi>l(i;ir<'^lh-~- at dotails offering wiili 
I'urtl and 1621. 

Aifhfptt-Mfihfrn — tenri * fkatJhCi " rejxmt- 
ed in, 1577» 

,, prahasd ’ stands 

ioT Pr(hAump<u. 1604. 

„ Pralm — omitted in ease of 
-Ewe dedieate<l to Samsvati., 1481. 
AflhpMhm — is inodifieation of Ida, 
1084. 

*4 ih vam lea! pa ,214 2. 

* Agnapis JuMam etc. ’ — the tenn 

‘ tignapi ’ modified at Eetype, 146S. 
.4 pe< -sacrifice — helps the main- sacrifice, 
1C»4. 

.. — at Fire-installation — to be 

named with quaUficatioiis, 
1820. 

Agn Archetypal and Ectypal 
offerings at, 1T5S. 

— eomlaimtion of A^dfi- 
skihonia a n d 

XalpgtireMU 1798, 

,, —Agnivunokii done at, 

2192. 

. ! gyipai igrukya — a ppert ains to Eetj?pe, . 
20,72. 

AgaganmdhdHii—none at Dlkm^;uyd, 
.2270. 


Agmsonuga at — Speee.h given vent to. 

2 i 0 i. ' ■ 

„ aid mat -offering — Expiatory 

rite at — -on, touch- 


ing Post, 1559. ■ 

,, -sacrifice — o p t i o n 
among 51antra.s speaking of one and 
rsvrcrai Xooses, 1505. 

Agnivimoka at Agnichaganff, 2192. 
Ahargana — Fresh cloth necessary at> 
1972. 


-acts don© by a single sacrifieer. 
,, act of Touching — by only on© 
sacrifieer, 2370. 

„ distinguished from Satirat 1961. 
„ at — ^Letting loose of Bulls pre- 
cludes rest of Fe.rfo.nnaiie©, 
2164, 


„ Toiieliing of Shulcm^ done by any 
one Sacrifieer, ■ 2371. 

Aindrugnu — ^^niention reitera- 

tion, 2059. 

,4 ind mhd rkaspaipa Sacin fice — at* — op- 
tion of YdJgd-’Anm'dkgd, 2350, 

Altars— at sepa rat e—df aidrUrV repeated 
separatciy, 2272. 

Angimsdm. diimirti — at — -there is pre- 
clusion of SodmMiif 1S86. 

A djtmdbhgud Jana — at—Biitter mixed 
with Onm-resiii for anointing, 1812, 

Animal Sacnfii-e — ^to Sanm-Pusan — 
Post, of Kkadira, 2020. 
„ with several deities. 


, , noneat P^t as‘, 2276. 
J<piLN‘/rn//a— silence prompted by pre- 
vious factors at, 1445. 
AfjniMutSiotrn and Skasim not 
modified at, 1850. 

Agnljomlgu—' LTilka ’ stands for 
at, 1602. 

, „ mentioned simply 

as * A OM i ’ ^ 


1584, 

AmminHlpga offerings— Procedure of 
Cake-ofFerIng adopted at, 2321. 
Anmxitgd — ^I'ecited in Keutral Ton©, 

1525. 

Anugajm — at Svhiahft offering— is an 
act of embellishment, 1841. 
Aparugmka — Homas — are semTa^-A 
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A^mrm — prompts details, 1417. 

„ „ P^'oksana^ 1421. 

,, subsidiary -prompts varia- 

tions of Pitch, 1425. 

„ prompts details of Fruit and 

Deity, 1427. 

Archetypal Samans — excluded by 
Kansta, 1817. 

Archetype — between Ectype and — 
Ectype to be adoj>ted, 2314. 

Aslwamulha — at — option re Mantra 

„ connected with Savamya, 
1597, 

„ at Text ‘ Ishanaya etc. ’ 
lays down a distinct 
sacrifice, 1628. 

,, at — ‘ Two Lamp-posts ’ ex- 

cludes Adkvmyu^s Fee, 

1787. 

Astardtm — at — combination of Calf- 
skin and unworn cloth, 2319. 

Ashva^yratigmhesH — distinct set of four 
Pans at, 2237. 

Avabhrtha — Agni and Vanma qualified 
as ' Sviatahrt at, 1837. 

,, distinct — ^laid down by text 
‘ Vdruriaika kapdl4na etc. 
2011 . 

„ with subsidiaries — ^performed 
in water, 2149. 

„ prescribed in Text ‘ Fdm??-ya 

mskdsena etc. 

Avesti — at — subsidiaries performed 

separately, 2218. 

Adhdna — Sentence beginning with 
‘ XJpa ’ indicates option at, 2040. 

Agrayana — at — Cloth and Calf exclude 
Anvdkdrya Bice, 1760, 

„ at — details connected with 
Anvdhdryat performed, 
1761. 

„ „ — ^no cooking of Calf, 1762. 

Agrayaria — at — ^no cooking of Cloth, 
1763. 

„ at — ^Pouring of Clarified Butter 
over Calf and Cloth, 1764. 

Agniya — ^mention of~~is reiteration, 
2059. ' ^ 

Aghdra — ^to fall in with end ot Mantra y 
2340. 

Agrayana — only Flowering Grasses 
used at, 2315. 


Agrayay>a — Procedure of any one 
sacrifice to be adopted at, 2317. 
Ajyahhdga offerings — ^iri eonneetioti 
with Cake offering, 2260. 

‘ Agyahhdgau yajati ' lays rluwu 
Qrhmmdhlya as a. distinct saerilice, 
1993. 

‘ Ajyina sMmm samsthdpayati ' lays 
down a distinct Act, 1632. 

Ahammya — ^worshipped with dfrni/rn — 
‘ Ayam sahasramdnava etc. % 1523. 
Arambha^ilyd Isfi — at Ecryj^al sac- 
rifices, 2303. 

„ performed only once at Daraha- 
Puriiamdsa, 1461. 

„ is an embellishment of Per- 
former, 1461. 

„ excluded at Dtl'smpya etc.,, 
1642. 

„ ,, ’ Artiimafi etc.., 

1644. 

», A r a m b h a li J y d , 

■ 1645. ■ 

Ashis — combination of. Mantras at, 

2348. 

Ashvina—Ciip — the foremost of cups, 
1899. 

„ and other cups 1;>rouc:ht up 
from A i n d rdffn a . I On 1 . 
Atifkyd — ends with Ida, 2<Mt3. 

„ , „ ' „ first Ida, 2005, 

„ Isfi — -Besprinkling tac. nf,n' 

done with ofich Kite 
: at, 2287. 

n ,, — at — Mantra used fur 

.scattering — repeated at other Rites. 
2289. 

Avdpci and Udvdna of 
in Paramdria Hymn, 1823, 

MaM’Spa^mndnM — Importatis:i.ii of Verm 

in, 1871. 

Sacrifice— Dhemt ' excludes all 
other Fees at, 1778. 

Black Horn — Thnnvn on last < lay, 2 1 sts. 
Black-nocked animals — offe re« I ! lu 

gether, 2126. 

Bone-Saenfice — pcrl'uim ud f > 1 1 vi > s 

persons, l.71<>. 

■■ „~~-Japa eti\ nm perthmiml 

at, 1713, 


ijsrBEs:. 
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Bone-Saeriflce— MeaBiiriiig of Post and 
Toiicliing of at, 

1715. ' ■' 

— Prospective Acts not per- 
foriiie<l at, 1716. 

— no Invoking of Blessings 
at, 1717. ” 

,, — no perfoiTOanee of Stotr- 
Kftmas, 1710. 

Brha,^ptif hava — Crips t lediea ted to 

etc. combined with 
those to BH(Uspaii\ 1803. 

Brhat and Bath€int€tm — details are re- 
stricted, 1541. 

— details ' perfoianed 
in eoimeetion with 
KajXtmnilHmfaraf 
1543. 

,, „ „ — eombmed in Vbha- 

■yasdman^ 1936. 

Brahman-Priest—to eat of shares, 
1600. 

„ „ Ckaturdhd Kararia 

not done in share of, 1691. 
Brahmmclmmi — sung by interlmldng 
the quarters, 1510. 

,, killing of — not. to precede the 
rest, 2161., 

Brabmana alone — entitled to perform 
priestly functions, 2376. ^ 

Bnlbrnie Olory — persons desiring-— 
shonid Differ only ¥,i*ihi,, 2022. 

Cake -offering — in connection with 

Savanlya Animal, 2205 
C7#ari/-offering— to Yalshvedevas- — In- 
\*c)eat!on of Vis-tm excluded, 
from, 1630. 
is Cooked K ice, 1664. 
offered to Sdrf/a, is cooked in a 
Pot, 1670. 
,,,— no, grinding, at, 

1672. ' 

„ , , , 'mi xing of rvat er 

not necessary, 

1673. . , 

,, „ — throwing into 

.vessel , Aiot 
necessary,' 

■ ■ 1674,.,. 

^ , ,,,,— no . cheating 'of 

Pan. 167*t, . 


-offered to Surya no placing , of 
Pan ' on Eire, 
1675. 

. j»-, , ,,,,— no „ spreading 

out ■' and 
sinoothening, 

. 1675. ■ 

, ,, no, covering with 

.Live Coals, 
1675. 

no applying of 
Heat, 1676. 

„ — no taking out 
and keeping 
aside, 1677. 

Chdiimndsya Sorna -saeri fices — ^De t.ai!s 
appertain, to Archetj^pe at, 
.1750. 

„ Invocation done without 
changing the term ‘ ^Jya *, at, 1851. 

Chiird — Bice need not be of VrThi 
onty, 1734. 

Clarified Butter — Eating of — at end of 
Saclahai 1939, 
j» », 5 , only once, even 

when Sadalia 
is repeated, 
1941. 

Cow-sacrifiee — Cow spoken of as 
* Uard \ at, 1834, 


Darsha — at — Fire is taken out without 

Mantra f 1613. 

Darsha -P rirnamdsa — at — Ararnbhanlijd 
Isti perfonned only 
once, 1461, 

„ ,, when performed by 

man with two wives 
— no modification in 
Mantra^ ‘ Fatmm 
Sunnahad etc.’, 1569. 

„ at — gift to Enemy serves trans- 

cendental purpose, 1709. 

„ „ Ydjgd and Pitronuvdhyd 

are acts of Embellishment, 
1842. 

,, results of — brought up collec- 
tively by its components, 

2080l 

,5 — to be alw^ays performed alooo^ 
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Darsha — at— Mantra repeated 
each act,. 2242. 

Deity — details of— prompted by 

: . . Mpwrm, 1427. 

,, —Postponed at Sammy a Cake, 

2211. 

„ details, not prompted by, 1429. 
„ should be indicated by name 
contained in Injunction, 

■ 1824. ■■ 

„ should be indicated by name 
also in Transference, 1828. 
Depositing is brought forward, *1903. 
Details — of majority, to be adopted, 

■ '' 2305..'; 

„ — of Pirst, to be adopted, 
; 2306.' 

,, — ^not prompted by Deity, 1429. 

„ —of Principal Subsidiary — 
most authoritative, 2307. 
„ — not prompted by Substance, 

Number, Beason and 
ilggregate, 138. 

,, — Archetypal — if not needed — 
not to be performed at 
Ectype, 1635. 

„ — Combination of — serving dif- 
ferent purposes, 2324. 

,, — Option of — serving same 
purpose, 2325, 

Demtddhikararba, 1429. 

‘ DMnya ’—the word— should be mo- 
dified in putting Rice on Stone-slab, 
1469. 

‘ Dhmiu ’ — stands for the Cow, in test 
‘ Dhmumdlabhdta 1731. 

Dhuh sdmam — sung over one verse, 
1863. 

Dlksmviya — ^no Agnyanvddhdna at, 

. , 2273. 

„ No ‘ Taking of ¥ow ’ at, 2274. 
Disposal— Combination at acts of, 
2354. 

Dvddashdha-~~'Dikshd Gtc. to occupy 12 
days each, 2222. ' 

at— other 
„ details to be performed, 

■ 1725. 

„ analytic— is ectype of syn- 

thetic Dvd- 
dmhdJm, 1907. 


■Dmdashdha analytic a I —metres of 

are 

dumged, 1913. 

,, „ Tlirowing away of 

Black Horn is done on tlie last 
Day, 2188. 

Dmrdtra etc.— at — P,tv)eedure of 

Dashardtra to be adopted, 1864. 

Ekddmhim — at — tiie singular form of 
* m&lhapafi ’ is modified, 1586. 
Ekatrika sacrifice — at — ^singing to be 
done over first verse-triad, 1861. 
Exception — indicated by Prohibitu>n, 
'2028.' 

Expiation— option of, 2327. 

„ Combination of, 2329. 

Fanning Fire — for— a;ny seven ^lantras 
to be used, 1866. 

Fee — Cows — divided among Priests, 
1774. 

Fire — Permanent — in Vkhd ismodifieti 
by Prospective Fire, 2362. 

„ — ^Permanent — ^in Ukhd is not kept 
for ever, 2368. 

„ — Modificatory — not Ahavamya, 

2366. 

„ — in connection with — Iiistallatory 
Consecration, 2367. 

„ — installation of second— at— Fee 
prescribed (or tlie first is 
excluded, 1757. 

,, at — Agni nifaiiioMed with tfuali- 
flcatituis, IS 29. 

,, „ Mjyahhdfjit offering. D.diy 

iniaiticmed, IS32. 
to be ‘in co!,rnnnn *. 2177. 

„ option of Fet's ai, 2376. 
Fire-stirriog d,iuie tmn* only at liiunu 
out of Fire-altar. I I o'*. 

First-ones to he selt'aied. u htCi .-sd'rt j}i^» 
from rt! II, late se\’era! titiuy-, |s7T. 
First verse — f uju art ii >11 of rtrifin^ 
refers to I'MKifiou of tb*- . I 17s, 
Four-slieed of da? it ai tuad* Mjp |>^v [uiiuuMf 
, rpashirana and 2oa.|. 

First— det a its ufb-| » ro i n 1 4 * • » I 

Apurm, mi. 

Ciavdmayriha ’Mir f fix'* .u A* ^ r mid 

-i, ‘paraloifi 

1922 . 


SHABAEA-BHiSYA : 
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Grfhm^iana—B.t — Eating of Honey and 
Clarified Butter repeated 
liioiithlj, 194J^. 

Cl oid-piocos— -Threshing not done to, 
,, 1638. 

,, * — ^no cooking of, 1678. 

— no Upasfarana or 
Ahhlgharana, 1079. 

,, —Eating of, 1684. 

„ — offcu’ed collectively, 1686, 

,, ■ — in ease of —all shares presen- 

iedia Brah?}} an Priest, 1688. 
(h’ahas — lt>d by Agragana at Eet;v^>es, 
1890. 

(h'hamGiJtlga — a distinct sacrifice, 1993. 
„ — SrJsfakrl etc. performed at, 

nmo. 

,, —no eating by Prdshiim and 
other Priests, 2001. 

O !'oup-animal-saerifiees — option re 
,7%/zro?7,9 at, 2357. 

H a ntra-man fra ,<^ — combination of, 

2346. 

liiurt and other specified limbs to be 
used at Baerifices, 1977. 

' H tra^vjagarhhah samavartaidgrS etc. ’ 
iisetl with the second Pouring of 
offering, 1746. 

Honey — eating of — at the end of 
8rifJaha, 19.39, 

,, — only once, even 

wiien SfifJaha re- 
peated. 1941. 

—at Gavdnmgmia — 
repeated mostly, 
1043. 

,, eaten by Sattra -performers at 

JJmdfishdha^ 1945. 

Jtiopfili mna —In using—no modification ; 

of term ‘ % 1471. 

Implements to be retained till end . of 
life, 2201, 

,, Keteiition of—to commence 
from Fire-installation, 2205, 
/adm-rd//«“— enp dedicated to — ^nor . 

brougiit up before all cups, 
1895. 

,, Clip dedicated to— nor brought' 
up before even when there is desire 
for reward, i8!l7. 


'■/ml — substituted for ^ gird \ should 
be set to music, 1488, , 

Istis — no AgmjaMvddhdna at, 2276. 

„ — Hotr Priest appointed at, 

2284. 

— ^no Dressing of the, Lady, 2279. 
—no feeding on wild things, 
2280. , ' : ■ ' 

,, —eating of Remnants at, 2281, 

,, ^ — eating of Remnants serves as 

Embellishment, 2283. 

■ — no ,4nraMfya gift at, 2282. 

' Jagatsdm a is, name of Vifiwat 
sacrifice, 1891. 

Japa — eombinatiori of .at, 

2348. . 

Jgotisp'iKiM- — expiator}^ .ritc^ — not to be 

■ ■ , perfbmied: on going out of. 

■ 'Fire, taken.' out' at Barsha-' 
Pi?7r>,iameis‘a, .1608. 
expiatory rite — -not to . be 
performed on going .out of Fire 
taken out at B'hdrgd Fire, 1611, ' 

Jijotistojna — at — in co'ii'nec tion wit.h 
meetings — details not 

performed, 1625, 

,, at— gift to Priest is for securing 

services, 1692. 

„ at— eating is' an act of Disposal, 

1696. 

„ at — ^number 112 applies to one 

kind of Fee, 1765. 

„ at — Fee apportioned according 

to title of Priests, 1776. 

,, at — each limb of animal is a 

distinct offering, 1975. 

„ at — tine offering of SmsfakH 

consists of Three Limbs, 
1982. 

„ at — Mantra not repeated with 

sleep etc., 2247. 

Kdmesfi — Fee serves transcendental 
purpose at, 1707. 

Ka^dugana-niantra used only once, 
2245. 

Ka^g-pa-rathantara — details of Brhai and 
EatkantMra — ^performed 
with, 1543. 

.' „ ,. .; „ iSdmmi - — to be sung over 

its own basic verse, 
1846. 
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Kanva-rathantara sung over two uttard 
verses of its own basic verse, 1849. 
Kapinjcdanydyaf, 2109. 

Kautsa excludes Archetypal Sdmans, 
1817. 

„ excludes Archetypal Sdmans 
in restricted manner, 1819. 

Kumhhl etc, are common, 2233, 2234. 
„ — different when animals belong 

to diverse species, 2236. 
Kut^dapdyindma y an a — ^at — M a t e r i a 1 
cooked on PrajdMta Fire, 2267. 
Kuska — set aside by Eeed^ 1800. 

Maitrdvamria — has share in Eating 
Portion, 1989. 

„ has only one share, 1990. 

Main Sacrifices — common, as regards 
Fire, Place and Performers, 2128. 
Makdpitryajna — at—Thumping done 
to Fried Grains, 1738. 

Mahdvrata — at — combination of 

Upagdna of Ladies with the 
Music of Priests, 1810. 

„ — at — new Cloth combined 

with Tarya, 1814. 

„ — at — ShloJca and other 

Sdtnans, combined with 
BatJiantara, 1816. 

Manotd — There is no Uha in, 1844. 
Mantra — combination of — at Jopaetc., 
2348. 

„ — like — ‘ Uruprathd etc, ’ — ^are 

optional, 2343. 

„ — optional when serving same 
purpose, 2341. 

„ — Recited with textual accent, 
2332. 

„ Recited on days ‘ unfit for 
study 2330. 

„ — taught in Bhasika accent to be 
taught in same, 2335. . 

„ — acts to be performed after 
recitation of, 2337. 

„ — not repeated when grass is 
taken to another place, 2290. 

„ — combined, when enjoined con- 
jointly, 2342. , 

„ — not repeated with each Thump - 
, : ing, 2239. 

„ •“—connected with be 

■ repeated, .2250. 


Mantra — repeated with each stroke at 
NdndMyesti, 2241. 

. ■„ -—modified when Lotus grass is 

used, 1554. 

. „ — not repeated with each washing 

of Plat form, 2244, 

„ — Kariduyana — used only once, 

2245. 

„ — ^not repeated with sleep etc., 

' 2247. 

— not repeated at retirement of 
Initiated Sacrificer, 2248. 

„ XJparava — ^to be repeated, 2249. 
Manu’s verses — only necessary one to 
be used, 1968, 

Mdna and Upamharartd — done on 
piece of cloth, 1971. 

Mdnasa- — is part of Tenth ‘ Day % 

1947. 

‘ AT Wiapafi ’-—modified at modifica - 
tory Sacrifices, 1579. 

■ Minor Acts — to be common, 2118. 
Music — is called 'oSamaw 1491. 

Naksatrestd — combined with 37an’f|a- 
homa at Agnichayana, 1798. 
Ndndbijesti — Mantras .repeated with 
each stroke, 2241. 

Ndristahoma — combined with Naksa- 
tresti at Agnickayamh. 1798, , 
Nagation in * Na tan pashmi karat i ’ is 
ArtJiavdda, 2032. 

„ „ ^ Ndilrdtre mdashhiam ' 

sets forth option, 2034. 

, ' ‘ AndhuHrjartdluk ’ is 

Arthamlkla^ ,2036. 

Nigadamantra — in — the term \hari~ 
vat ’ is not modified, 1475. 
Nirvdpamanirci — in — no moi { t iun 

of the terms ‘ Saudr ’ etc., 14154. 
Nishi-yaj7Ui---at~~-Bix)<;edmv. oi' 
adopted, 2299. 

Nwdra — Besprinkling etc*.— done 

over, 1534., 

■ „ when substituted for I'rT/#/, 
the latter term .should not he 
modified, 1573, 

Offerings-maker — not invited at 

Samnlya Cake, 2297. 

Inviting of—iiot .repeat <‘d at 
Third Extraction, 2298. 
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OJJerhig—iH not brought forward, 1904. 

ihnrntiim—lnjrmofcioii of — applies to 
subsidiary offerings, 2025. 

f)prion -in iisiiig modiiications of 

syllables and musical mo- 
dulations, 1521. 

■ : — when several Mantras ser%?e 
sarno purpose. 2341. 

— in Expiations. 2327. 

/) a }\s(h (t-Pii yn aniusa-r 
1549. 

,, „■ , not done at Saury a, 

154.6.. 

Pmha-fuaniras — Plural and Singular 
changed into Dual, at, 1561. 

PaHhu-sacrifice — SdmMhem a<lopted at, 
1739, 

Paskupuroddsha — is embelllsh.ment of 
Deity, 1656. 

Patmsamyd^'a-^laBt item !at Divonal 
offerings, 1454. 

Pammdna- — Nirmpa to come at, 1726. 

PawridarTiba— Fees carried in instal- 

■ ments, 1966. 

Paridhi — details of Yupa and, 2308. 

„ details of Yupa not, if ^ incom- 
patiMe, 2309. 

,, , lie tails of. Post performed over, 
1537. 

Pa^oidarlka—Ym given only once at, 
1962. 

ParamCuHi J.sf/ — offerings made 

severally at, 2220. 

Perfonners— "sarao at Xonh and South 
Altars, 2157. 

PIteli — valuations of-—prompted by 
Apfirva^ 1425, 

Place— Im, piemen ts and Priests — one 
at another, 2200, 

Platform— washing of— Mantra .„ not . 
repeated at, 2244. 

Platform— may be made at another^ 
time, 2176, 

Plural number — stands for 
2109. 

Post- — details of — performed . over. ■' 

Farm!, 1537. 

details should not -be 
performec i , 1 623. 


Pmti’M— details o.f*— performed with:. 

Boiled Milk and Curd,. 1539. 
Pmydj:a—~lmt — is an embellislime.nt,., 

1651. 

Praydja etc. help the cake, 2253. 
Prdyaniya-c}mru--iix connection with — 
details not performed,' 16.15. , , 
Prayay'iya — at — Mkadashina to be dealt • 
with severally, 1925.: 

Prmddjya-homa — at — Tree sp'Oken c>f 
as ‘ Vayinspat} ’ 1834. 
PratipraBtlHltr--\\m no share in Eating 
Portion, 1991, 

Priestly .functions — Brahman alone.- 
entitled 'to perform, .2376* 

Prdymuyci — ends witli Skamyu^ 2003. 

„ ends with first Shamyu, 2005. 
Froksay^a - — prompted by Apurva^ 1421. 
Prospective Sacrifices — at — Substance 
and Deity of Archetype are excluded , 
2018. 

Post — set up ‘ in common h-2179, 

„ Embellishments of in common,, 
2181. 

^ Ffithwyai svdhd * — lays down use of 
syllable ‘ PrdAd * 2050. 

Prohibition of -what is otherwise 
indicated, means exception^ 
2028. , 

„ like ' Initiated Pei*son shall 
not make gift ’ lays domi exception, 
2042. 

Prospective Acts may be repeated, 
2097. 

at— separate * Keeping of 
VigiF, 2271. 

Puroddsha — inferior to Seimtilya offor- 
■■ ing, 2311. 

Rujasuya — at — speech given vent to, 
2190. 

„ — at — .subsidiaries performed 
separately, 2213. 

— at — ^performers are common, 

■ ■ 2216. 

Rathantafa—Bmi% over verses obtained 
by interlinking Brhat and 
Panktif 1512. 

— singing of — over UUard, verses 
— done according to syl- 
lables, 1527. 
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Eathantara — and Brhat — details — ^res- 
tricted in application, 1541* 

„ —and other Sdmans are sung 
over a Verse-triad, 1915. 
Eaurava — singing of — ^foy interlinking 
Brhatl and Vistdra-Pankti, 1514. 

‘ Eclm stumte ’ — enjoins Hymning by 
Sdman, 1522. 

-Soma-cup excludes entire 
Fee, at, 1792. 

Saerificer’s Death— per- 
formed at, 1721. 

,, Touching of Shuhra 

done at, 1723, 

‘ Badvimshatirasya vanhrayah ’—in 
Mantra, there is modification by 
Summation, 1587. 

* Bamidho yajati ’ — ‘ Samid ’ is name 
of a Sacrifice, 1550. 

- Sa77%sava sacrifice — ^neither Agriya- 
vatl nox UpavaM verse used at, 1893. 
Samvatsara-sattra — augmentation of 

Amkas at, 1909. 

. Sarvasvdra — to be completed even on 
Sacrificer’s Death, 1721. 

„ Invoking of Blessings for 
Longevity, at, 1724. 

. Sattra — ^no appointment of Priests at, 
„ 1698. 

„ no Hiring of Priests at, 1699. 

„ performed by several Performers, 
1953. 

,, Saerificers act as Priests at, 1956. 
„ differentiated from AMnay 1961. 
„ acts done by Master of House at, 
2372. 

,, embellishment of all Saerificers 
at, 2373. 

' ' Sauryam climum nirvapU ’ — ^Here 
'charu' stands for Cooked pice, 
1664. 

Savam superior to Pm'oddsha, 2311. 
Savaiuya Cake — Postponement of 
■ , Deity at, 2211. ; : 

Sewamya Animal Sacrifice— no modifi- 
cation of at, 1572. 

„ Animal Sacrifice — Cake-ofifering 

in eonnection with, 2295, 

Sddyaskra — stake in Tlneshing need 
not be of Khadim, at, 1734. 


Sddyaskra — Three-year-old Calf, ex- 
cludes other prices o£ Soma, 1783. 
Sdmidhml verses— Requisite number 
made up. by Im- 
portation, 1872, 

„ ,, Injunctions of 

„ — seventeen— ^re Vaimrdha is 
Ai'thavdda, 2048. 

Sdmans — details restricted to eaeli, 
1544. ■ , ■ ■ 

‘ Sdmmi ’ — is name of the Music, 1491. 
,, is embellishment of verse, 1495. 
,, sung with each verso-triad, 1501. 
,, sung over verses belonging to 
same metre, 1506. 

‘ Sdmnd sUivlta ’ — enjoins' Hymning , 
with Saman, 1522. . 

Sdngi'aham Isfi — A nuydjas eombiiied 
with Arnanahomas, at, 1809, 
Shdniitra Fire — ^iMeat not cooked at, 
2266. 

sung by interlink - 
ing Aw^^5/^^j:)'■and Guyatn, 1516. 

‘ Shyenamasya vaksah ’ — * Skyina.^ de- 
. notes entirety, 1606. 

Silence— prompted by previous foctors 
— at Agn i stoma, 1445. 

Soma — combination of means of 
purchasing, 2352. 

„ Sacrifice — Darsha Platform not 

erected at, 22tl2. 

„ „ oblations eonue<‘ted 

with Savamya aninials, at, 2264. 

precluded at Any! ram tn 
.dvirdtra,ABS6. 

„ appertains to Archetype, IsTi). 

„ take,!! out of Ayrayaija 
1880. 

,, take.ii up at Third Sarami, ISNI. 
,, ' accompanied 'b;^^ Siotra^ ami 
Shastra, 1884 , 

taken up at .several Ahlmt saeri- 
fiees, 1888. 

Stake in Threshing Yanl'— 'Hmviiiu: eir, 
not tione to, 1736. 

„ „ Threshing Yard- groinid-h*- 

veiling to be dotse, 1737. 

Stomm — atigmenling of--iii'«.\s not CfX- 
cliide arehetypal SruaaH. I s2 ! . 
Stkayvahuli *— exi'ludini at S*ld m A: m, 
I64S. 

StobUa — deiitied, 
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Siolm and Skmira — not modified at . 
Agn-lMut.^ 1850. 

Sioira and *9/? asfm— -transferred to ■ 
Uitam verses, 1530. 

6V?i// — CO ml) illation of Mantras at, 
8ul)SLdiary of the Principal is Superior, 
2307. 

Sii!>sidiaries-— 'like Pra»/,7/o.-— only oiiee^ ■ 
2103. " * . : ■ . 

— Kerttiictions re even ground- 
applicable to, 213*2. 

,, — Perfornied with eaeh group, 
2137,2142. 

„ — separately at Xorth ami Soiitli 
Altars’ 2152. 

—with indistinct time — per- 
fcirmed separately, 2227, 

— operate collectively, 2086, 
Snhrahmnnijd Priest — invitation of— 
done at DrwJashdha, 2195. 

HOktavril ' — term *' Yajanvlna ’ is 
modiiit'd in. 1474. 

' S n rf/a nch rd'''finyftmagatilf " — no modi- 
fication of— -at saeririt?o with two 
Animals, 1575. 

* Srarilrk indicales time of Vlksana, 

1917. 

Svaru — is common, 2184. 

* .7V/.s‘y#/ th'd'ladia shatani dahsind 

the number pertains to Cow, 1770. 

‘ shrhim ’—in there is 

no moditleation, 1479. 

'rhreshing--tf» bo repeated till Bice is 
obtained, 2101, 

,, only once, if for unseen effects, 

2102 . 

Thumping— at— .l/uafm- not rt^paated 
with each st'i'oke, 22.39. 

Ti'idgam httkn idTerings — at — ^mention of ;■ 
Pouring and Xon-pouriiig is- 
rdihi^ 2038, 

Trinhuka — sung by repeating Alijagafl 
x'tTse, i.“>lO. 

' TrU'rdagamsioninh ' — in tejct— eliange. ■ 
of nuin!)er is in Stomin 1934,. 

Trgnmkd — in connection with— 

. i / nd ra mgrt m mentioned for indicat- 
ing similarity of Procedure, 1905, ■ . ■ 

(dAmfiasanvi—in ease of — ^tliare--.is [, 
combination of Brhai and Bathan- ■ \ 
/am, 11)36. i 


Udayamya ■ offering— is, „ .. a positive 
, 'action, 2173., 

■ „ Ekddashina dealt with severally 
at, 1925. 

Udavasdmya-^ai — Fee , meant . Tor 
' Hiring, 1701. 

„ — to be perfomied by eaeh Priest V 
1703. . ’ . 

„ — -at— Priests other, than those 
at SaUra^ 1704. 

OTa-texts are human in origin, 1493, 
fjpahavya — at — Horse excludes rest of 
tlie Fee, 1 790. 

Upasads — dlstinei — laid down by text 
* Sat Upasdriah % 2008. ' 

,, —at tinmof — Inviting of *8 
manyd done without madlfication, 

2229. 

IJpdmharana and Maria — ‘done on piece 
of Cloth, 1072. 

E pdmshuydja — ‘Four-slice oblation ’ 
essentia! .at, 2057. 

„ — Dhnimjya offo.red at, 2087. 

„ — .Deity same as at Primary at, 
2068. 

„ — etc. are deities at, 2069. 
,, — ^performed during ® P#r^a- 

77%ma % 2069, 2074.' 

Uparam Mantra to be' repeated. 

‘ UrupratJm ’ — Mantra — option in— 

‘ Utiarelh dohayati ’—enjoins milking of 
all cows, 21,15. 

‘ Uttamyorydyatid on joins the taking of 
two verses from * Uttttrd ’ section, 
1508. 

Ymisin—ls m)dilication of Eithig 
Part mu 1988. 

1 "djaptya — at — J£ ml I becomes ex- 

cduded, 1727. 

— jfc — .Chariot is restricfce.l to 
one Priest, 1796. 

„ —at — Rumblings of Chariot and 
Drum set aside Dcirbha and 
Manirfu 1801. 

— -animals dedicated to 
F raja pat I are combined with 
sacrificial animalB, 1807. 

post always of Khadlra, 

2014. 
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Vajaqyeya — at — killing of Brahma- 
Sama postpones Embellishments 
: 'Bt-—Shula> etc. are common to 
seventeen animals, 22,32. ■ 

* Vayavam stands for goat, 

1733. 

Vartm a -koma—excliides Ahammya 
Fke, 2044. 

Vasa— -oblations offered separately, 

' 2145. 

Vasordhdra — at end of Mantra^ 2338. 

Vaifitpamman and Vairdjasdman—lo 
be used as ‘ PrsfJia % 1931. 

‘ Vdrunyd niskdsena ’ — -In — Avahhrtha 
laid down, 2170. 

Vegetable Cakes — ^prepared in a Cart, 
2268. 

Vihdra — used only for Vedic Perform- 
ances, 2291. 

-described as ^ Sarvaprstha " 
when oriQ Sdman is brought in, 1929. 


‘ FnM,^’-~-w^ords like — oeeiirring in 

Mantras- — changed at modificatory 
Sacrifices, 1552. . 

Vrddhastoma sacrifices— outside 

' S'dmana, brought in at, 1867, 

Yajhayajhhja-Sdman — In — ‘ trd ' 
in place of ' gird ’ and set to nmsie, 
1485. 

Ydjyd — recited in neutral tone, 1525. 

* Yasya somamapahariyuli ’ — In text 
^ Ekdn gam * excludes the original 
number of Cows, 1783. 

Yaudhdjaya — Sdinan — 'Simg by inter- 
linking Brhait and Vistdra—PahJcH, 
1514. 

Yupahuti — excluded at KhaUbati^ 

1647. 

,, common, 2146. 

Yupaikddash im, 2146. 
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I adieu Text] 

"Sr^TT (tiai^c), 105. 

’as'it ^ 

126. 

565. 

380. 

W- (<£ 1 ^| 8 ), 136 {II). 

ST fTT J 3 ut (TUlu), 22 . 

(eitiaO) 1"8 

(II). 

■^sTit affisRTW gTft^rsTweT^'TT^’ 
ra). (?»18U), 564; 434(11). 

'^Tjt '^rsT^t 
437. 

gftsTTSfaT^irr^ 
(tTISin), 562 ; 750(11). 

^Tra ■^iTQEsrreaTaraT^ (ntai 

8?), 789(11). 

’swT'nrt ('sri 

8), 33(11). 

'?rqt wTsi^w (<£i?i?,'o) (^Fi^t), 
774 ; 238(11), 239(11). 

Wg fsT^ltn^ (€l3lt) (<£1^^=), 

235h), 170(11). 

^Tit '#finRtsST8san9 (eisi'?'', ^<t), 
278(11), 280(11). 

548, 

’UTETt ■gTOIsrmiaTgf'TTW 

(^“ISItC (T'I8I^») (9lfin, 


(?'?I90) (U;81!?), 458(11); 460 
(Il.i 370 ; 372 ; 844(11), 774(11). 

aiaarra 'ssjTft ?Q'g% (c|^l?), 
100(11). 

828(11). 

'amt fafg'grtjgratar^ Sfr^i-jr fwats 
aiO=?C), 737. 

^^Tsis:m =^T'?T (^«i^i^f), 398 
(II). 

•^TT^ %^rTSTT:T*r (Sl'£l?<£), 

256. 

’^Trt TQ’g'tsgTaiaiw fsra^ (?'?i8fi^o), 
872(11). 

fegat sjsTw^ifiT (5?. 8.1?), 
(??|9|9, 'S), 342; 843(11), 845 
(II). 

gw: (??I8|??), 876 

(II)-^ 

grorta^gTj (?ivi?8), 270. 

•sTOTfgajJsnggifs^ (?Fl?=), 427. 
'^TTmg!rg^?rr<?sia|ftrr« fgggflfwaiwriii: 
(8.l?i?.'S) (8l?i?«) (<tlTI?8) (T'^ttis) 
(?«Uli) (T°i?l«C) (??1'?U'=:), 

547; 579; 164(11) 307(11); 

309(11) 366(11), 711(11). 
■^frrfgggfg ST gTt?j (ii9t?f), 577. 
gffrf f^STT g^ST (8I?|?<;) 

(8i?!8o), 507 ; 514. 
g((%^gTgTwrf«iaw (T?i?ia), 848(11). 
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1^*1 (UI9K'®). 751 

(II). 

128. 

^tf), 323(11). 

(?«I?U'S) (t«l®l<?'l) 

(i\m'l), 231(11); 317(11); 593 
(II). 

(‘?i‘?i?t), 272, 
(Ul^iH), 550; 704(11). 

^f?r€l% ('^iiRi), 128. 

('oitU’o), 16 

(II). 

('Ql^l^*'), 48(11). 
^sifw (?«iai^t), 465(11). 

252, 253, 256. 

'fWT (^^lU’^a,), 817 
(II). 

(?|i?i??),48. 
’flftr^VwT ^i#r (?»i»i*?^), 455 

(II). 

(='l>il^O 56; 126; 127; 

84(11), 860(11). 

’5TET E ft ftWT (^<>1'?|5^8) (^Ul 
■ ^u), 352(11) ; 817(11). 

(^'^Ul'?'!)), 814 

(II). 

5?f=si3 (?|^|^®), 78. 
('=^RF), 103(11). 
32 ^?rT 3 (?«| 8 I^ 8 ) 
(?<>l4l^'a) (t'laiad), 494(11), 
496(11), 501(11). 

'^ftrST f j ('KU8), 76(11). 

^ siBn'Tfft: ('=t^i^«=)j 92(11). 
(<?m<j), 115. 

^ftf %sa?r sjasfw ?rgft^ 

(^-I’^IU) {?»|8|l^^) (?o|'5)l^l), 

391(11) ; 462(11), 599(n). 


(tl8l8); 

('?f'?U^) (^1'?!'??) (?0?l'?^) ('?i^l»)> 
(l.is’l^), 89; 146; 157; 160; 
176; 539. 

(?UR^) 

35,38; 395; 420,622. 

'srgiEfff: (8i<?i 

^?),481. 

(8uii=) (tti^j 

V0,442; 74(11). 

imm) C^ui^*?) 
(^Rl?°) iWl^t), 56, 126, 251, 
551. 

(^l'5>l^^) (<■>1911'?), 

404, 416(11). 

(<'?l?l<) 798(11). 
9f5jfft (<<>181^8), 

464(11). 

w^TRsiTf^'^'rfr (i?! 

'?itJ). 144. 

('^I'^K?) (fi^i 
t'=) (<'?18l<'?), 392, 667, 868 
(II). 

('?i‘?IS) (^l’?l^9). 140, 191. 
^ft’f!E)'!lft^K*Jsptref^4ft?| (118 >?8) 
{< «!«ll='), 696, 612(11). 

(<»|8i^^) 

(<^l<l<^), 466(11), 797(11), 799 

(H). 

(<'?l^i^), 843(11). 

(9lll'?e), 268. 

(<f.UI8) (?,»18|V8), 

136(11) ; 457(11). 

=^^TfiT (<?!<!'?<), 

811(11). 

■Sflt' W {'?l*fl'?<), 189. 

(^KK^), 225. 

firetSiw® fjf'sfir (^Kl?i), 732. 
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Tl??), 403(11). 

(a!?l5<=), 512. 

(9|aU8) (SRli^eP) 

(=1 f 13-), 321 ; 454; 84(11). 
339(IT). 

ss«^masT (Blaise), 397- 
’ispsgf^ xrf^-^'nr (“51! 19^), 126. 

BSJHm ^wifiT f<BrTti*r #nnfH (?o| 
eHo) (??|H|s), 423(11), 863(11). 
iBlsiwHltfwrsmwwifH (^«i^K>^), 

379(11). 

{fR9®), 774. 

BisjHTsfr 3fxf (tibio), 

560. 

twBpfi: (t!?i 9 i?'a), 

359(11). 

H'aH 5i3rT^ srftfu (08i9«), 

C\ J 

107. 

"ISWT^psifgBrT XTT^TT lawifw (?<=| 8 |f 8 ), 

51 1(11). 

313(11). 

■aTTH'5^ (<I8|^3), 275(11). 
'^fwsjJift '5 («tl'?IY^). 202(11), 
203(11)'. 

BZWrfw ’Tt^fsdsnj; (?®F|(£), 

629(11). 

'’SfilKTt (?®| 8198 , 911 ), 

495(11), 496(11). 

^STIBRTH mamu ( 9 Kl 89 ), 

384. 

(81U8®) 

(iRl’s), 4G0, 542. 

(tl9i8), 42. 

(titit), 22. 

’ef’jsriw {»i<?i 9 ). 468. 

'Rtl TT^lfu (9''I8I4‘>. 18). 

473(11), 475(11). 

^ 3??t: {? « i'®l ^ 8 ) , 586(11) . 


^8? 5f!®TS^ ’gm: (fisu-a), 

680. 

■BTSf Bi: arre%tj giTIl 

(t?|8|t 8), 775(11). 

’^8ITffTSftrS\^^3T^T!rajfH (!f 1 9 1 9 ? ) ( ? e 1 

80=) (?«FI99), 189, 518(11), 
638(11). 

^#srT^3rTa9jfH (^-I'aiBO. 600(11). 

f5i=gfsiBeftfeiiD (fiai 

1 8), 748-749. 

f^TlTuts^r: (ui8i^), 773(11). 

I HBsfkat; (t-iiia, ?-), 482(11), 
i 484(11). 

fBr=S^fH: (9019^). 

144. 

918, f), 419(11). 
(9|8i>i), 90. 

’«skr ’st^'sr: (9 Cl'S! 

1), 577(11). 

(9 <■1919=), 354 

( 11 ). 

■^Be^fiarr fk h: (919181), 310. 

<^<5: (9918I10), 792(11). 
icrTk Hsum (<»I9I9°), 242(11). 

(9l91?f. S'®), 

57, 61. 

amul BfOT! (91919), 137. 

(<£OK), 139(11), 
’^wrfu (=1919?), 

92(11). 

W fwfln[ (91919^), 

127. 

■91 3x1% (9Flte), 420. 

'BRHI'lf (9»I'3U9), 585 

Q\ 

(II). 

i;l*mm'5xra?£i (11919°)- 

(9°I919<) (9919198), 564, 401(11), 
834(11). 

(a.190) (9<>I9I 
Vi ) (90KIT9)— 537, 418(11), 661 

(n), 626(11). 
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392. 

(8l«i?), 436. 

at ■trT%>)r (<101^1^8, 

552(11), 554(11). 

■ ^ija;TST JiT^fir (il^Ui), 198(11). 

^■0), 586(11), 588(11). 

■ 'S85f Tsffrt' arfH^T^ ( I » 1'=!'^). 

626(11), 

■^srifE 'sf^H'^Pa (^?UKi), 609(11). 

(8|^li) 

469,'471. 

f^Sfi 'srSipT (?'‘181^'^), 

466(11). 

(?*?K1=) 

'’^^), 826(11), 837(11), 838(11). 

(U^ltj «) 40, 45. 
Pts^ ^fg’^Tpit ('isi 

^c,>?=) 124(11), 128(11). 

^5i?rPi (8Rit8) 477. 
^?raJ?T: ■TKl (Ul'?i84) 725(11). 

’sffPt '^TBT^’ErPr (1® 1 114c) 
336(11). 

(tl8Uf) 680. 

■■5!|;^?T^THa5T’s|s^ (^111^^) 617. 

'5SRit 'q'SIBTsr^ ^TB^WTBTfatt (Ul^l 
^i),76i(n). 

^TJJPt f^sf ('='11118) 

75(11). 

•'igs^ ^^stTOT (l»KKil, '«>1) 

569(11), 571(11). 

(1 "ifl'S) 536(11). 
'gr^H^TlPf (=?l^|8) 177. 

'3T#t’'[55 (ttmitf) 


^'T^PS'^tT^t^Wr^ ^51pf (1 '‘l®i8'S, 8=) 
607(11)^608(11). 

^V( ^T <©irfe8liTf^^J% (=1181^) 
(8111^) (fl'^l^f) (tl'll'f^) (^RR) 
(null) 195, 437, 649, 650, 654, 
663(11). 

'^ 5 % 3ft=t«f: (llSUf) 103. 

^ ^ SKT "BW (8|8Uf) 529. 
'sS’l'Sir TtSf^-Bpir (^I11€) 250. 

^r^flT (lll?l?l)! 

750(11). 

’sgT?: Sf’a'siPr (biiiib) 477. 

'^tfT'SplPl'StT t^■|HTpr (l“-|81^8), 
457(11). 

■^ifrsrffHsrs^sfrswsiBW^^Pri (fllis'ii) 
715. 

^Tusfit%infif*rr 8 st 4= (fFin, li) 
765, 768. 

^^tpjfwT I ('^lain, 

124(11), 125(11). 

H=a^sf (ll?m) 48. 
^g^TS?T: (m-aiB?, 8U) 

605, 607. 

'sgwttwB: (ll^lC) 70. 

®<ii 5tT=Qr'ErT't:«mK*jPi (il?ll) 
(llllRl) 385(11), 718(11). 

^rtsiPim (11181 

"^ 1 ), 779(11). 

^Spl (mSil'S, 81:) 
(^o|ci^o) 595(11), 608(11), 

655(11). 

( 1111 ^®) 52. 

''8';^ Bpfgw t bWI (lMS|8e') 
608(11). 

’?<Pff (lli?ll>'=) {?l|5!l) 
717(11), 740(11). 


151(11). ^'€tPr (?iiU(f) 233. 

sg^Pr (’Oii^Ut) 45(11). '^Pt iJifTpf (?Rt€), 421. 
wan!? ^sgpr (1=141^) ^fH’grKirr ^iPr^E ( 1111 ®) 

(l = !'S|8=:, 8<£) 482(11), 608(11). 542. 
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iwn) (ci^i?^), 85, 

77{II). 

842(11). 

'flfw: H)*EjrU#t (??I?K<£) 

700(11). 

^f?r: 842(11). 

45(11). 

’«fw sfT Sijcsf!^ (<tltiu 188(11), 

203(11). 

w^tH (’Sisi?^) 64(11). , 

WT ^r^T'ETt’^ (»l^lO 

(atsi^o) (tM?!?') 487, 630, 

318(11). 

■^MirHTsrrg (^l»l^ii.) 328. 
^Hr^r^mr*ni5CT# fsrof^isEi'asr’g-^f^ 
(8|8U<£) 525. 

^wr^mrmmwm^isr (fi?!^^) 

648, 829(11). 

^ni^THJT i;vr3rT ^stirr ((jRiis), 
231(11). 

(?^l>fir^>), 828(11), 830(11). 

(“^Ul^^), 126. 

m ’«T^‘ 

(?»FlSo), 660(11). 

126. 

Hm {ti'fR'=), 58. 

^israfftCT (<£.18|i?i?-Sf), 

2&(II), 286(11). 

?rsi«T*? ’ifrgtiviT# (ititis?) 

174(11), 367(11). 

^rr ^tsgrflT (?iBi?t), 103, 

I wtft: (fi^i?»), 662. 

I *rw: BsVsrwi’*? 

662. 

862(11). 

^ (CRi^o), 214(11), 

225(11). 

62 


"BJ^TSSfr I (^IM8i), 131. 

^^r^TtfxfJT (?^l^li), 

566(11). 

^ifn (t?iaF), 

773(11). 

^xfenT% ft’s#! qnctffr (^fr*?), 429. 

(SRI^^I) ('aui'?), 215, 
282,461,5(11). 

«l^?f (^-lai?), 

439(11). 

^^HlHTsrf (a^iH), 445. 

^'?r (OIBIB), 56(11). 

fir*ftfH (^I'SRa), 393. 
(^FKfi), 420. 

(?iii 

8), 343. 

(aiaiB^), 

787(11). 

'«8^»sw (8|^|i?>?) ('ai^Rf), 481, 

39(11). 

822(11). 

?o), 747. 

=!iqfEirfar*j (:^|8iu), 318. 
'Es^Tim (^itia), 21. 

t t (ai?m) (?°i'?K'=), 
443,379(11). 

'BbDsVBT WTHT (>^I^U8), 

282. 

’tr^fRTWiT (fFia?), 778. 

^’rtTSQ ^3?= (-ai^i^^), 

17(11). 

sif% €1^ (^Itia), 21. 

’^TOTWTW^l (=1?F)> 

72(11). 

’sj’lj Kwrfisf ^^T»if izirifw (t'lai^) 

440(11). 


2394 


SHABABA-BHASYA ; 


486, 388(11). 

?fag4^: 446. 

226. 

asTBfl^iT (mm), 62. 

(’?U1**^)) 122. 

trswi^iTC^ {<5.1 ^ I 

198(11), 527(11). 

(?i^iO, 64. 

5B:®Tf!T (ai^iu^), 463. 

^<5^ ^T '*(<’^*^1*1^ (^181’?^)> 163. 

57. 

nft w ((Cl^l^^). 161 

( 11 ). 

(^°Fl^l')> 631(11). 
(^‘‘laR?). 447(11). 
?rsjT (^'Kl'^a.), 674 

(II). 

(aFI^''), 479. 

<«R|t fsi^TIfTfiH (U181^4), 775(11). 

^ ('?!^!^'^) 
{?IU^l) {(tFlO) 126> 128, 188 
(II) 189(11). 

{t">RI^^), 398 

(II). 

>?9Tf^ T(gsrs?r% (t^l^F^), 398 
(II). 

sriTnt (';i^i 

^^), 126. 

^ fT^w^ntj (fi^l^^), 671. 

(>=l^l<) '?«. ’^'^)> ^'^3, 

100(11), 813(11) 833(11), 834(11). 

770(11). 

(«|8W) (ini’?') 509, 

518,552,838(11). 

^^’’smai'K'iT^ (^49^ ww* (^RRit) 
(ii=i8i‘?^) (vim^-^o). 191445 
(II) 479(11), 612(11) 613(11). 


(<5Uliia,), 373, 180(11). 

(^Kia^), 

384» 

(’^i^l^'?), 85(11) • 

{?^l^K'®) (t^iai 
^tf), 699(11), 782(11). 

(?iti^^) (^'Fia?). 

240, 648(11). 

'^ret (^ni’?^) (t'lyi**^)! 
123,472(11). 

(twm), 115 

(II). 

( ? 1 8 1<5), 93. 

'^'m'^fr ^ ’(;t3i=5I= 

(?|8|i?8), 102. 

^T^’fr (1.18 1?”, ^<5j 

i^8), 590, 693, 596. 

'flit'sfiSST’SRW: (U5il?) (»l^l?. HI 

72, 172, 192, 660. 674, 676, 
773(11). 

63, 258. 

(^i^l^^)> ’'40. 

^raKflTmK'stfa {?|8|8) (s?i‘?R, \^.) 
(^M'SISI), 89,90,140,146,606 

(H). 

(so^li), 68. 

■SliT^ 5RSt^ (^18U®), 94. 

<8[T^HTJnwrr '3^^ (^iiii?) (?.»Fiii> 
n), 346, 653(11), 656(11). 

'srsrfw (?i’?i?) (?''i?iH) 

(?«I^U?) (^'■I'^Fl). 140, 316(0), 
391(11), 593(11), 595(11). 

SIT^TTtlJ^’SflT^t ®tw*! (t^Fl 
S'©, 18, 1^, 13, t'3), 650(11), 653 
(II) 654(11), 658(11). 

(^'KiaB), 330 

(II). 

( 5 lit® ), 342 . 
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105. 

(Ul*?ie), 707 

(II). 

(<f|B|l^, Tf), 

296(11), 297(11). 

(?FR0. 

428,41(11). 

(?|8|5) (^|!(1?5) ('SI^R'®) 

(ci^l^), S8, 118, 28(11), 193(11). 

(?«ia|8?), 604(11). 
('=181'?^), 125(11). 

^Tf^rSj: (?1^U®) (ifiaiS'?) 

(^oltiaa) (Ul^lti), 47, 283(11), 
329(11), 738(11). 

'S8Tfl[^^tt: (?|8|i?T), 103. 

■^ITf^r^r m (fl'OlS?). 760. 

■^IH’TSif S’W 8^^' 1 

^sra ST II 

(8iai»0, 527. 

(^oi9|i^5), 399 

(II). 

t Fn=Ui: (?l^l?<=), 45. 
^iflsrsT^tHsi^t^T: (sKl'a) (aiBi'S) 
(t»t8|«)), 368, 519,442(11). 
s!iTl%rgT W (’Jiai^'j), 596. 

^Tfsrgi Isg^ («I^F), 495. 

tf% (?fi?t) (?>;|8| 
■o), 418, 860(11). 

’^T^T (xHis'?), 126. 

'STg4%aT ^sqrTTSl (^l^lH-a), 133 
ASKUBg^TiiiiiiH (t?i8|a.f), 796(11). 
■"HTt i:s^*rE»^^aT: (<l!?i?'S), 643. 
’^TH (fwis-a), 715. 

^Tsrt TOs?HT^ (?oFia.’=^), 371(11). 
afrt «!U8?) (fFi?^), 629, 
775. 

WigtTSr WT 'HTTSTT Jlfw: (l|9U=), 574, 
(?cnm, 490(11), 

494(11). 

'BTf'fi TO ■Wf (!i;oKi*?<£), 548(11). 


^T^HTSTT («!;|^RT), 257 

(II). 

'^TSIT^iSf SI^HTST! (.^I^^Hf) (^'I'^W) 

(? = i^Ko), 252, 639, 373(11). 

si-^STfu (Ul^l?^), 748 

(II). 

's8T^T^s)fw 'ggsrmsj ( t ° Fi 0, 620(11) . 
^T^H5I7ErT=i|t-^$S5:fir: ( U 1 8 18 1 ) , 796 . 
■ssrf^sr JzftfffT ftflHT 

{3Ki=?s ^0 (818^^) (uFira) 
(?^FI?»), 374, 378, 527, 711 
(II), 837(11). 

^f%sf ssTfTfH ('?FU's) (8=iai0, 160, 
90(11). 

^i^sf (^oiTi?), 479(11). 

^Tf^STTSTW SSifrsrr^TH^ftsr: (^,|i| 
ts, ^la, ^T), 512(11), 514(11) 
515(11), 516(11). 

^arsft 32ut (^tFI^'s) (4!?l'«>) 
(il8l0, 150, 542, 586. 

^Tftw ^sf (?'»Kl'«>‘?), 572 

(II). 

^THTSi ^^ssjfusrT (^0|tl?€, '?'>), 318 
(II), 319(11). 

^s?!! s^s^rft (??|8F), 862(11). 
xrs3^T«^ (81 IF) 

436. 

%sr afT^f^WTfj (iFF^), 

576. 

’ysf (^^iBia), 196, 

^lf%frrfTPHfTr1vt'#Tf (8Fl<f) (fitFS) 
(UFF8), 442, 739, 759(11). 
’arrsfirfHTiTstfn^ (il^l’s), 139(11). 
TO*fiT ’ssrrffTssrr ufsrrgt (vi's^c) 
(Toi'siao) (??l?F), 601(11), 

602(11), 665(11). 

(^11 tO {t‘>l’«>Ff), 342, 

600(11). 

TTsl’ngWT (<£ni8=), 172(11). 

T#F sjwfiT (^Fi??)j 283. 
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?7r: -quifg ^ ’sfra i 

5?t S?tf*r II 

(81^1U),498. 

xfw^T 127. 

?:ffr ^r5 753. 

(II). 

x;^ ?n^Tsf^?t' ( ^ I I ^ > 256. 

XK '^3' (^I**!**'") (^“l^l^Oi 

339,347(11). 

siT^^ (ll^l*i ” ) 583. 
Bra (l^l**l^)> 

861(11). 

XX (^''Fii'?) (i’?i«iO> 

653(11), 860(11). 

XX ('?U19«)j 127. 

x^ ^ra^ xTkx ^ra’^ rasrrBr^V. 
((tUls^), 175(11). 

x^ 'WBgfBatY ^rarara^traK^rfff (^|8| 
8), 90. 

T*? ('?l'?lH)> 129. 

X^ OTH ^’sf^ (^I^IKIj 268. 
(^1*51^^). 270. 

(^l'?R'a), 264. 

(^l’?l'?€). 124. 

XrX- SfiraairT (^1^1?=), 58. 

^*5ra 3 ft'silfra (^i^iV^)> 11®- 
?:s5 (?=i?m), 319(11). 

Y*3T'^ sf^fii s’C! (^I’^nc) (^RUf). 
256,283. 

■256,283. 

t*5ra ’srraTfw; (??!^IS8), 

767(11). 

x^xvx ^5rra^aRT^8^«’?m («i^i 

0,235(11). 

T^^rra 353^: (si^ni?), 499. 
sTsraxira’ffcra (fimf), 347. 
l?5T«r S^twreilW (toKli^Oi 

319(11). 

?;s^t 32^t SBrt ra (^10^'')/ 274. 


?:55t f«[^ (<ura) (<£i?ifi). 

139(11) 145(11). 

wit (ei?l<f), 143(11). 

?ra rai^T#^ rai'^Bi (?M8ti.0> 

474(11). 

^ w?rTi (??i^i«'a), 

751(11)'. 

TB wrat^ct (t°l8l^3). 

455(11). 

T*ira32W’33 YsraTOw^ra (u^i??) 

(?I^18*?) 56, 59 

226 850(11), 852(11). 

T«T ’^'f'lraTT (U8i^e), 106. 

X^ Txn x^ (€UK). 138(11). 

(<1KI<£), 143(11). 

?ra ^9®rar t'^rarfra ira 53w (<tl?l«0> 
178(11). 

■5;?f 5rT^ SJ«|«T fraBf! (818IU), 523. 
(’Ki?'?)> 126- 

XX t ^BrarBTST^ft (i.l^l8)j 570. 
l=CT*r? rawwrt (<11 ^li"). 

187(11). 

WT (^iiO^^j) (^R|80. 126, 133. 

^sra Br^ft (^^l^f?!), 853(11). 

(iRItl), 573. 

tsjt TT^Tt^tsT^ra^raira: (ii«i‘?8), 
575.' . 

l*a ^Tt (?Fi?0> 

418. 

d ('?m3'?), 126. 

tsfisrr i 

stmBr %3 ^rara ’sraw ’K«t 

II 

567, 837(11). 
traiiBr »(Tfw3 (“^i^FV), 126. 
tscranraj WWW' (tfJ^l'0, 139(11). 
tstTW wraisi: (ii®KR), 532(11). 

Sj . ■ 

twrwTW ^K^w («!8ii 0> 293(11). 

t (?=lfl9), 

528(11). 

twiwiwww (‘?FuO. 161- 
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498(11). 

'3?RSfr l^>WT«T (i^FlBS) (?m4ui), 
434,539(11). 

'H^at HT^fairf (^l^l^^tf), 268. 

(^Fitii), 420. 

'SHif'It iraTUHTfH'af^fa('5|*?|'a), 143. 

UHTf^ HtT-Tpir (ui^u), 

705(11). 

(Biai'a), 519. 

'3Ut>?H3si{i51^1^^), 127. 

(?lfl?), 278. 

«T ut 3r^fw (fill?!), 347. 
(??l^l^t), 858(11). 
'3;^ Wlf^*fTHT5[UfH (?<>i^ll=), 395 
(H). 

W (el's! 

?i). 393. 

Usrfu (?»1?| 

?8), 312(11). 

'sux’sftjrf^rfH (?<=|8i8'a), 471(11). 
'Sfi’CT (ni?l8'a), 690(11). 

^’HKTVTff (^liK) (8|U 

*?<=), 342, 454. 

'STTtTVHJ {4^l?l3f), 684 

(II). 

(^itmb), 347. 
^xr^w {?«l8ii9), 503 

(II).^ 

'g’BTwr I t’sfjmr (?i?R<“), 78. 

251. 

(?‘>l^ia'?), 357(11). 
(??18W,°), 792(11). 

ixf^i (?tl 

?!»!=), 679(11). 

'3?;;Hr '3^TufH (9|5i|>f^), 397. 

'3^tHT 'ilTiSH at ^T (SFI?4) 

417. 

'sfl'aji at JJUfx (<tlrl8«), 221(11). 


'9irmtitT?jrg-: ^nia! (^i'0|8ii?), 407. 
"3%^ HT fJTKT (<JUIif), 187 

(II). 

'3f^TU^(U8lO («m/?8), 85, 86, 
677(11). 

'Srg^T (^I'a!'?'?), 397. 

auqTf% (1=1 I 

«). 91(11). 

'SUSfUH ^WT^U: (tflllBH), 180(11). 

(f Fui ). 765. 
•HWH ('=tf 18), 91(11). 

'3qr)T (^i8m), 318. 

3TiiTSTf HTHTHt ’snsn^^f^ (ui^i 
8^), 763(11). 

Uei'H’C’SW (lomxi.), 

508(11). 

^uflm at UE’snnr^ wwfSfr (i®fi<) 
(■tuie^); 629(11), 127. 

uift wfJT ('31^1^^), 49(11). 
'a'USWH UTRJW u^fimruT (^=1 
638(11). 

, (i=FK'=’), 

659(11). 

^H^ntTHTT^ W ( 8 1 i! 1^'a), 458 . 

(?<=19Kl) 

(=?18F), 427(11), 200. 

3H3rsi% 

234. 

aewfiut ’^’^lurairftfH 
(^oiaii?), 437(11). 

'3HT^ jfTUHi UK'- ufw 

(SI3I?€)> 81(11), 299. 
'3’Tt’I3®fT^«sflKT U«rfH ( Kopiy'S, Uf, 
ii) (^l^l<tl?’), 650(11), 654 
(II), 656(11), 658(11), 144, 145. 
'3irtUS5§ WI! HT^’H uai: (^1 

4l^»), 378. 

(?«i 

3|^=), 401(11). 

(S’ o 1^1^ = ), 402(11), 
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608(11), 846(11). 

856(11). 

^^smr a^) (t°Ul 

n), 55, 60, 335(11). 

'3'^5TStT '3^ % ^rW’Tfff: Mwr^ (?=?1 
^1^0=856(11). 

f% tTSfi (tCiaR^), 274 

(11). 

(<f I u]!?!^), 275(11). 

I I^Tsti (^i^iai^), 862 

(11). 

?? 'gBISJ’jr: (fl'31^^) (<?iu 

^?), 753, 127. 

210(11). 

(?o|!ii^O. 4-62 

(H)- 

warra (^°|8|?0= 

463(11). 

’3T^- 

('Sl^i^a), 43(11). 

(^I'^t?^), 14:6. 

(?°!i,ll0> 

602(11). 

■^fsalss^K (?"l?l?8) (^=l^Ut), 392 
(II), 394(11). 

( U I a I a a ) ( ^ “? u 1 8 8 ) , 
789(11), 821(11). 

{^I'0il0> 411. 

{\.|tl0, 197^11), 628(11). 

(^l^R), 279. 

gT’ar 213 

(11). 

3rraf?r ((ti^ia), 192(11). 
sr^Kpri (^'l^l^a), 759(11). 
^Hmran^rffr gsfifrwmTK:^ (^'^l^lit) 
(\l^l?0, 845(11) ; 146. 
frrwrfr (tKiO> 727. 


^Tf t 

429(11). 

snf^Pcrf^ (m^R?), 

758(11). 

?e«afH ( ^i'3i ? 0 ( ? ° i 
^0= 404; 347(11), 348(11). 
^fear 'S'^Jn^pTt (?o18F), 444(11). 

(?=ifia.8), 563(11). 

Sffr ta«jaiiiB5iEr- 

(u^n'^), 72. 

ajajfssi (?»l 

'^180= 363(11). 

^PpfraT.'a^: «RiO. 634. 
^ffatTWi: (?o|^i8 0, 

359(11). 

a-T^Tif ^sn«% 

(il\li.8), 231(11). 

i^misrf 5 rr=Ti aii[T’gsT 
(^1^1^0,^125. 

(»,8|^?), 101. 
^ft(%r (?i?K0, 116. 

^aiVT (?,«i?r0, 

344(11). 

^=a'*rT’®iFjfiTtT (il^l'fc), 254 

(II). 

^f?tsrTfwcT%’ir ’sraiT^ra asimax (Ul 
ai^O (^oliKi, H, “^O, (a?!??) 
(ll^lO, 487(11), 488(11), 489(11). 
542,571. 

^arf^’SRFsiT xna^rfw (ii?i8), .55)4 

(iifia) (?c|ai=0, 

570, 491(11).' 

ai '^ 55 'rr ts^; «T«T'q mm 
(Hl^l^'i), 504. 

JcaR'i wi '^sqr ??r!T; 
mfmtfi: (8i?i»8,), 501. 

f% VW W%f3 I’ETTiT (»,:!±l»f), 
491(11). 

{(ti?i58K liCM'II i. 
w«f:5iTtaiT«^jrm*iTstTW (<=!?i 

?^) (llflO, 74(n), 5ii.S. 
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^lO, 385(11), 668. 

'sriTH fwsrfu 715 

(II).^" 

I HTfir (^M'5>|B), 

580(11). 

( % « Ki<j), 

537(11). 

(tiii^c) (?>?i’?i^ii), 712, 

834(11). 

(s-oi^i^o) (f|0|??) 

(??l?ia9) (niBl'S). 402(11), 751, 
689(11), 865(11). 

55i^ fgi |;nT; (^olsK^?), 424(11). 
1J9RT HUreaK ^aRTAfi^JiT (R*?! 8), 91(11). 
^IMlTfUT (CI?K==), 

198(11). 

55^Ta^i9ft ft'S’csj (filial), 714. 

?r«f (?‘=iii?)i 479 

(11). 

5i«T% f^rfa (<£l^|B<f.)j 

228(11). 

^Tyfttsr (R^I 

^8), 91(11). 

^ (ll?!s) (*;!?I3'?), 540, 126. 

?ast as#t iT 57. 

?fff t^Tarr ^<1 
<FI>?5), 770. 

5:?^ tsi (?iB19“), 79. 

('91?!??), 17(11). 
('SltlH), 14 
(II). 

?a?;Tir: ('ai?6?F?), 16(11). 
^sraTOT’raf^TH afraitfj ('?i9it?) (m«l 
4, ?o), 192, 773(11), 774(11). 
HWUTH^uf^fmr (fiiiB?), 718. 
JTrtaiT fsf'tiT^’qfH (flR*?®), 

768. 

?w^ar xarf)^ (?i'?i'?«) 

(?oiR3f) (J?!?|f,°), 162, 645(11), 
6(59(11). 


5HRWT %srHTSf9^^ (f|ai>?8) ( 81 ^ 1 ^) 
(tl^l^o), 328, 440, 646. 

Htf'TTO 
(?!*;U=), 146. 

?lt (ei^l^a.) (^l^U'a) 

u), 245(11), 297, 636, 

640. 

(?«1^|8?) (^Ifl^-?) (^I?1‘?'?) (^l^i 
298, 356(11), 615-616, 731. 
UKTsi ■iriigiaK (^l!?l?f), 271. 

(=(1^18), 177. 
^srfaj^Tai ^ti3r?r 'sqprtjHtno 
(fl'Olf), 746. 

Jsr^tar uw: (^ ^| ?| 

0, 797(11). 

?:tr 9-T^ 'SDiuff araisit (^1^1 

('flBF) (il^l^-a), 304, 199, 

581. 

I faitfHfH aj: qt ( I o 1^1 

8c), 559(11). 

I ^'R^arreafS’catajai: (■ai^Ka), 38 

(11). " 

I (81811), 

588. 

I usFiarfH: (?«irO. 620 

(p. 

188, 573. 

^qis*nf%frr&: ftfarr (fFH), 763. 
s^’^TsrrPsHTtftfe (^FK), 764. 
sfisfr t ^l^qiq^^f^qT (^Ibibc), 
340. 

t sifqf%qT qr gsriiiqT (<1*?! 
^^), 205(11). 

q’^tifq (t=?i8i?), 860(11). . 

qfqqqT qarrqai (^l’?l^8), 264. 

qaesf fq (tfl^l^o), 256(11). 
qasraefsTifTq qiqftqt^eqfl-qmUTqiwq 
(i-\i\i), 535(11). 
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SHABAEA-BHlSYA : 


(II). 

150, 152, 344. 

$s?!;^mTr?T (?<>iiK^) (?'>i'«)|^), 

510(11), 578(11). 

$s?;5rm^T^ 7«ww?: (^oRF^), 521 

(H). 

$®?;^T^mraTg 3a:ft«ntj ( ^ « mf \l) , 

511(11), 

<=c), 5i7(n), 6i9(n), 

520(11), 524(11). 

$s?;^T?R)5I ^ Y<R[T^nT*nj (^»RF®), 
519(11). 

HTsjf# =cfy {*?UI?C), 121. 

%yi ^«n(iT®tT^r?rf C^Ri^) (^Kitif). 

140,377. 

$*5 (^I'^i^), 140. 

?5?tnr (®l?R‘?), 16(11). 

$»5fni (^l^l'K). 275. 

(ui?K) (>?im) (wi^e) (8 RiH 
{■il^l^^) (wai*? (tRF) ('SISIU) 
667(11), 191, 256, 506, 
.580, 595, 656, 61(11), 73(11), 
234(11). 

?’?rnr! Tsg^ 'sjmw: (^Kf), 373. 
Y»3[Rft ('SRI'?*?) (’^Rin), 

16(n), 74(11). 

307. 

$*fr (^KRC^), 

373. 

Jrr^^f'rffre^ (?RI^) (?i?RO 
(^l?R 8), 246, 282, 284. 
$5^TTf^'«igTw irraf^r (<jitl^8), 219 
(II). 

t’irrT (^RR"), 258. 

(iiu^), 539, 

(URiai), 690(11). 


'WT^rlsr (u'^118.) 57, 

61. 

fltWfl’gV <f^t!fT (?<.|^Kc-) 
(?=RI®t), 429(11), 431(11). 

(IRI?), 66. 

^l*?^^afTssr^T^'8?fi?f!^Tt?i itm 
u), 194(11). 

^'ifr »Rf?r (?i*^R(S, *?^) (?«i 
818^) 50, 52, 194(11), 

470(11), 614(11). 

^^(sre^spEi («t!*?l*?'=), 207(11). 
^ t ^••S’ETT^ {?=l^m), 393(11), 
^ g % »rf%«sr: (?»i^m), 

394(11). 

’CTSfS'W! snssstifn (?=i'aF), 582 

(II). 

(t^FR^), 639(11). 
^ wf (tl8!^»), 107. 

(^imO. 411. 

qr «!sl<«|^ Y yS wRt («tR|8c), (^ = |B| 
8?) 227(11), 469(11). 
qtwrf^ YfTT^ 'sfrn'ff^ (8|8|8o), 
535. 

8K^T =q- sj^gfixf^ 

(^RR8), 285. 

(^FRtf). 420. 
=?mffr (8RF), 442. 

5fr®T8t (8RRf). 452. 
’«8T«^ (CIVR). 189(11). 

Pinilf WTSRfT ^3r%TFT ^3fT: (81? R^), 
445. 

SRI (3|8RS), 320. 

(isRR?), 116. 

^fiit f%fi^ (^Rl?®), 116. 

(3I8R6), .320. 

t (? ?R!8's), 733(11). 
(*?RR8), 122. 

WftK ('®1*?!», *=, ^ , ? ?) 

(iRR, 98), 19(11), 20(11), 23(IT), 
25(n),189(II), 190(11), 219(1 n, 
393(11). 
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680(11). 

W (?oi^|tl), 

828(11). 

('5>l?l'^'?) (■Bi^i‘^t), 16 

(11), 45(11). 

wf (?i8i^»), 107. 

^#*T (brib), 491. 

(Ul‘?i^’=), 680(11). 

a’spTt 3im: (ti>ti^tf), 

320. 

f^iftTSTJJfTSIl^T^'W (H|8 |^o) 207. 

(?»I'?I?B), 352(11). 

f Bjfu fts^H ^aj Htfj i 

UHH II 

(81^1?), 490. 

36. 

(^Ri'i.?), 633, 

mw S’? (msiacr), 791(11). 
STO^BflXTN^: (B^ni^a), 75(11). 

(UtB|??) (fl^l 

4), 748(11), 638 . 

fawajfTr (t=! 8 i 

n ), 447(11). 

-aSTt^; (i^iM?8), 75(11). 
mmr «\«T W ’(SIT’fjfK’WT: ( 8 i?IH), 
445. 

(8i?i?c), 442. 

gfsjjrfsstsr (BlBl^ftt), 578, 

(?®l 

?!!<?), 416(11). 

«S!JT ?TT*gT ^Ti (umas), 

689(11). 

arT’^n^fu (^fi^cs), 419, 

(s?l?|8f), 134. 

(fFIB) (a|B|?) (io!=?18<£), 
413l 487, 365(11). 
afrrfg (^I^IB'?), 126. 


ST BT (U'?!T>, . 

^8), 41, 48. 

srafw SRT'iS HBfw (?»18|H, 

?=), 448(11), 449(11), 450(11). 
^5TXTSl^jsit^TW((U^l^), 66. 

WTOT "^Blt ■g (^|«|!?=), 400. 

^ 1 HTSTB-T 

(8|>?i?c), 479. 

(f|?!<?^), 298, 615. 

sfsa^sisj (^ci^lBT), 403 

(II). 

«Bfw (^“Uii) (4»ixi' 

'0=), 311(11) 381(11). 

^ifl[T;: (lift?) (^KK), 

366, 368, 743(11), 150, 466, 491. . 

wvTfw (^Fi?-®) (ai^K) (ai^ia,)' 
(tl^l’?'=) (?H®K^) (?mR), 488,: 
490. 

^'fr H^fir (?=|«>I4?). 609(11). 
’arfiix f^rig (ai^l?) ^ 

(81^1^) (ai^itt.) (i^l^li^a), 491, 82, 

(11). 

Jn«RfwXU\ ^ UST^^^Blfsfi ('sni!?^),- 

iO(n). 

srelst-j (llxl^^). 651. 

srSl’isglsT^^ (aiu^'B), 446. 

JtBrifir^T-55 (uaii), 90. 

JTT'^ STTWH^J^ Si^inSf (<f|8|'^'a), 347 

(II). 

('^iBUV) (a^^iBfi-.a,. 
■^!=), 106(11), 108(11), 113(11). 
SfTSTWH'f^t StTSt^ (dFl^l,. 

*5=), 208(11), 210(11). 
snwH'ftsjt (eti'^l^i) 206 

[ 11 ), 207(11). 

STT^r^ ’R'sr«= (T»t'il’=^), 525 

(II). 

Jt'siasiT m BtTn'^T;sfT (fl8U8), 

679-680. 

mw (B'l^tn). 112(11). 
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SHABAKA-BHiSYA : 


JIT#t ^ 78 

(II). 

" 864(11). 

64, 647, 650. 

^^), 99(11). 

■JZ'?'iTfaBTR:S!T: (=^i'?R«); 

96(11). 

('=l'‘'^^)> 99 
(II). 

ia:€twr5T (^ii!^8)j 

346. 

i\io){mn) (ai^ia), 81(11), 370, 
436, 491. 

jftf«^TWt^’infB' (?'?i8l'i)» 863(11). 

V# ' ■-. 

445(11). 

^(jiTfV JFri) 3fpft?if^T (?i^i>?8), 76. 
iTser ('«ii?i'?). 8(11). 

(?<‘1‘?I8'5>) (^'ISR'?). 863 
(II), 462(11). 

9=) (^'l^l^it, 'i% 'i-i, !'«>). 347 
(II), 353(11), 354(11), 405(11), 
417(11), 419(11), 421(11). 

'cr? ^ (?o|tii<>), 

502(11). 

’tre ^’jrrft (?=|8R) (Uls:, «.?), 440 
(II), 693(11). 

(!!®i?|8«)), 363(11). 
■?rT»?5fiT«t (fRI?) (?®l^li>®), 640, 

363(11). 

: -?rT^<T (^I'SR^), 

397. 

■gH t9T*rf f<i<T9jt 
(^I8in), 317-318. 

-gag#) W9?r: (Ul?l8i?), 761(11). 


gg I t^r w am (’=i?i^), 

72(11). 

g% 9fT!lffr (=Kl?<t)= 88(11). 

l^sr mYtw ('^lar?®), 121 

(11). 

gl*f (i®fi'?0.’ 

637(11). 

(?l^i«x)> 91. 

gigftfflfr 'ST^anq 924. 

gT (a!8! 

V), 530. 

g’gqit ’3?'®% % sftfe (<tl'?l€), 144 
(11). 

ggf[: (i?|^|<f), 144. 

ggK9i=H spfrfB (^-’FIK, 

639(11)’. 641(11), 642(11). 

(UiaR", 

:?«), 782(11), 283(11). 
ggfr gStf^^’Tfw (=fi?i?‘?) (t^Rifa) 
(^^18|88), 181, 376(11), 789(11). . 

gg^lll'rrTSgl^TfST (8Ul8s, 8!, 

8=), 460, 461, 464. 
ggKfl?f S^^fw (311l«r,) (81?! 8C), 
345, 464.'’ 

ggJSfriT ?T*EiraK«TgT^ 

(?!818) (8!?.18.0), 89, 463. 

(8I?18^), 461. 

gg't 'gg^'j^ssrft*r^ {^■•>nm), 
504(11). 

=ggtlTm8ft: gfH^msrafir (a i ? is). 542. 

(“ji^F) (ai?!?®) 

(8181^=) i^o\v:n^) (9915>|»'S. B?, 

8's) (??i^i?.», ?8), 442. 534, 143. 
655(11), 674(11). 6S1(T1 l 995 
(II), 708(11), 710(11). 

=ggfw^ig'% {?F!9|9«). 855(11). 
ggfSarfff'TKflr: WY<8IT'9Tt: 

(^I'SIB'S) {?olSi8<f), 7.‘)S, SOOiIl). 

(('191'’==') 

210(11). 
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(^1^1=) 

(<£I?IU), 390, 82(11), 

146(11). 

=5rg:?OT^*?fT («ti^n), 211(11). 

((f I HU'S), 

271(11). 

('=1^1?), 102(11). 

340 (11). 

=^3riT 'srwfu (?,o|?i 

a«) (?«i?ii.) (?oii?iu), 338(11), 
339(11) 341(11). 

ftSnU’^Tfsr ('=^191?), 101(11). 
=^5fDcl t H'?rawr: srstf^wT^ 

wrfsr'em: (8iBii^=), 

.526 . 

I Hrfsf t^afWTfsi ^^^rsTTfsr (?o| 

=^|3t), 641(11). 

'gsrifi: '3 ??t (^l^isa) (?irl8^), 57, 61. 
'WSrT’frsPlN^r: S^: (^o|f|?^), 

5.50(11). 

{^I'S^I '?'!), 398, 399. 

(?|4i^i) (^1 

'S18C), 357, 409. 

wrg*ii^r*rt3ig?fT (sRl^e) 

itfim), 4S1, 701(11). 

'sr'g*tTRi:Pr ^Tg«T^: 

(?ctBi5!), (?<=|8iao) (??l»l??, 58), 

3.58(11), 70S(II), 720(11), 473 

(llj. 

=5?T5wu% 5ii=^*ra5'l 5!rtfr (ui 

vi?). 70!{TI), 

sr? ^r^fraug 5?aiffr (u.|5|?), 

Til >8, 

«a-gT% (81^?!?^),: 

478. 

fgfl ftfusroftf ?fr"*T (?=isi?5), 
39N{1[). 

gsrrg ar55<Tf?T<^r gsrig ( ?i ti 
85:), 13.5. 
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I ^#fr inSafTH: (081^) (^l?U)^ 

(?l^ie) (41^10, 87, 110, 506, 235: 

(11). 

f%r^f}-^q«[Viflr (^Ki 

^1) (lino's) (ll?!*?"), 380, 574,' 
573. 

^Tsssfisjra \ “ 1111=) , 624 

(11). 

«f5^r H’sfT l 

5rT«: H I '3'^ II 

(^'fRIi?^), 850(11). 

wr3ii?t atireT (:?uii?c) (^o| 

81?*?), 121, 462(11). 
siJl#f t W’Slffg (^-llFl), ^ 

522(11). 

si32iwr& (<£Uif. <£), 

138(11), 142(11). 
srswumTi^i^rg (^i8ui), 322. 

JTTBlfH «=fr5RtfsT 38. 

Irfg H 15 ac^igniHT#! 

^ (!?i8i?, 1 ), 194, 196. 

Brr 5?-s5rTH ( it <> FI's), 625 
(II), 626(11), '627(11). 
arfTBfJsrT TTsl: HBiTaiBrf^ ; 

=, n 8), 299, 866(11), 869(11). ! 

STTWg^: sfra!!t% 5 ?!itlsiTi?:'fi’H (O^?!^), I 

66. ; 

WT <^tffr (10 F), 539. j 

I miTw ^i irwsrwi® Iwit | 

I gut^T^ (*?i?i<f, ?®) (^oFii®, f3, 

I ^i), 144, 145, 654(11), 656(11), ; 

' 6,57(11). 659(11). 

1 siTpj^r fattH 

: (^ouutf.). 4S9(Il). 

i SHBTHT^r Bug'll: f^f«: STmt 

' (4t?l?0, t)51, 652. 

' #1^^ 5tT (^Kof), 371. 

I W 95(11). ■ 

; WT 10-frPf BTRT (itOBlOr 

i " 489(11). 
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SHABAEA-BHlSYA : 


(^I'SI^^) (ai^H), 403, 

"488/ 

^iTT (^'^1^1'?^), 835(11). 

U'^T’Ht (8|81<f), 520. 
^atra^nf^sr ^ (^“Kli), 535 

( 11 ). 

5[VTfH ('ORI8.), 34 
(II). 

^rfhlkra: ('0181^), 63(11). 

(?^i^l^=), 859(11). 
s^^SsRiaft (*^i^i«;) (^Ri 
t') (^iiu=) (m6^^) (^Ki^”) 
(^I'QF) (SFU^) (818|^(£) (^!M0 
(i\m) (fui^8) (^|i^i^) (=ui^) 

("^i^K) (<£:i«) {m\t.^) 

(<tlW) (t-iua) (to|'?l*?'?) (^»15^I 
^4), 168, 281, 348, 350, 377, 
395, 417, 534, 535, 598, 604^ 
620, 635, 71(11), 77(11), 141(11), 
182(11), 199(n), 205(11), 306 
(li), 347(11), 407(11). 

af I (?i?l^l>?^), 862 

(II). 

w I ^8ifv: (^*?|8ii), 864(11). 

W t t^T 'f(t«7tK «TOIT^ 

m^'HTsfwrfn^ (?i?l8|8^), 881 

( 11 ). 

HWig karf% (tuu'^'s) (8|!?|!?f), 
679(11), 483. 

(flil^), 702. 

ffrr: (^^l^^m), 

369(11). 

fi^ HT?rrf« (^Ul^'?), 126. 

(tiiiu), 724. 

. ft^rksw^n: m- ('S|89f °), 68(11). 

m ^ sftaf ('ai^i^t), 

45(11). 

jrw^itkmT: =gigT a ii ) ?T B~ iB-?Tfeiw: 
(?CF|8 8), 649(11). 


(^lii 

8 *?), 359. ■ 

'g'tikt (8181 

«), 526. 

wt^ wrs^^ (4i^K), 655. 
Hgj^wt'^kwfegifir ( ^ in i ? , ? » ) 

(8ui^^), 342, 345, 456. 

8 cfWaii (i?ui^^), 127. 

?r^tiT?r ajsifw ('?!‘?i=?) (^i^iu) (U!S!i 

=), 139, 283, 668(11). 

’?^S% ^Tsnjfw m (^^i 

(81^1'?’?). 157, 449. 

ftlZWlfw (ll ? l^l), 555. 
?RWIst% (^FI8.), 413. 
rW'W (^llt8«, 9 ^), 362, 

363. 

fTtflr si^B'^wf €rs=5rt^ir 

(?i^i8, ?<), 41, 49. 

Wf?! sn^w^w w (^iiiso), 

358. 

wtin^’fr ^ *rsrn?^T: (^i^l"?^), 337. 

(^l'ai8?, 

89, 8 8) (^ol^l^if), 407, 408, 589 

(II). 

^ ^tkSHTai: f% 9! (91 

9198 , 89 ), 305, 308. 

?t^ 1 < 3 ; ^TxfrigwFrT ( 919199 ), 1 -". 

’ JTTsfri^^^ (91914). 70. 

ar^T^ft’^% ^fSTHTi?^ iz%- 

sfwar^i ( 91919 ), 66 . 

H^iT^ var snf4; (9i9i 

9> 99 ), 40, 48. 

K9I^ sr (91919“). 4.5. 

W^fTT’^^W ’5f*g ’q^I8[=iff?r ( > I 

91 ?), 65. 

ftaw: (8|319“i95), 

496, 499. 

?ren^ flftTft SI sr n'srfw sr . 

a^'srfJl (41819=^), 716. 
sfwkk’aTSsi aiw '«^*r wifi w^fw 
(tl9l'«), 608. 
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mw a;% (<£I^U8, 

“?») (?=|fi?), 195(11), 199(11)’ 
199(11), 211(11), 528(11). 

WWac 2^,. 

(II). 

?r?T YmnTHj 

mi (^01=1^^), 652 

(II). 

SI siN 

(??l^lf), 825(11). 

^si=Bff*rr (<j|^|<r), 145 

(II). 

(t;i'?l?o), 45. 

?r^srM?i sffwnrr (^I'oit?) (^^i^l 

^^), 391, 816(11). 

s^sr^rsrf ( ^ o i^i a a ), 

360(11). 

W^itsi Nsnsfr^TsiT; (?iui^i) (sr| 
W, t«), 683(11), 71(11), 73(11). 
Hifsi ffi (? e|<)j>si^), 619(11). 

(tiiaii^o), 

68 ( 11 ). 

’T^ftramgr^ajf^ ( 8 i?i^^) (??i^i 
B<, la), 457,' 728(11), 731(11). 
wrg S^ss^'f^wsifii (91®!^^), 297. 
m if! ilWiimfnt (<!;i9i95;), 216(11). 
wr«gf«s:K% a?), 55 , 

59. 

rngfrow (^1419^), 715. 

iri^fwrirfHWiirf^? 
wmi ilsR (91919), 140. ■ 
iramw: Xfftsrw (9°|8H9), 446 
(II). 

wf Iwt ^HTiurPir ?;# s:s ^ 
(l'l^!8€), 415(11). 

VK^ (9R99), 424. 
fw«=Ti ni’ 5 r 5 rari%(toi 8 |?.) ( 991919 ), 
446(11), 799(11). 
ftw 'srtre?;:: ( 918191 =), 712. 
ftw (9!f!'a), 368. j 


fir^ fTitsuftii^ (91 

«ilt) {^I!l9a), 324, 296. 
filler ft^T! (9l'ai9 9), 391. 

(^9199 

n), 107(11), 111(11). 
fww: W^isrf ( 90 I 81 

?'=), 496(11). 

I (819198), 458. 

((r( 9 i^), 143(11). 

3’’^T% tlsffrrsi (9'KI9'=), 730. 

gi^r ^ ftwsig ( 9 o| 9 m») 

416(11). 

(,, 1 ^ 1 ^), 138(11). 

g^f^agSWilT^sjSij 9 ff 5 !i ('QI 9199 ) 39 

(II). 

’ifisiirirTg tfi-^ftisisT 

(?"I 8 | 88 ), 498(11). 

( 9191 9<a). 150. 

SH ?lirr»is?f: gaiSfT ir^jfw^ifilfil (=191 
^ 8 ) (<I9I=), 86 ( 11 ), 140(11). 

ff9i?8), 731. 

S«fr I igsi^ (9mi9^), 105. 

ts!f% N«fsi lerti;^ (9919199, 98), 676 

(II), 678(11). 

fifsfj (918198), 714. 

^3 ^'^3 (IF 199 ), 770. 

^ if ST init (99l91's), 804 

(II). 

rtwg: 

H). 316(11). 

'^^9?rrT'siS3l%^IsiT^!J^: (= 1919 . 0 ) 97 

(II). 

f^i^r sir«r^ii: tisrsiTir: ( 9 o|ui 
'a), 479(11). 

f%: 5!«jnisis9rfif ft^usiTii (9 <’ 1819 ®, 

?=) (t^lsR') (991819) (<£1999), 
492(11), 493(11), 859(11), 861 
(II), 161(11). 

(9 918189), 790(11). 
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SHABABA-BHl^YA : 


479(11). 

('dl'^a), 559. 

i^m), 91(11). 
(^KR^)j 

f%€HT (?1’R0 (^^1^'**> 

■^), 374, 743(11), 744(11). 

(%o\im, 639 

(II), 540(11), 542(11). 

(xi'?!'®) (’^i^i‘?<i)> 

162,98(11)- 

1^?wif%5q^isr: (^lai^) (aiai«®) (^°l 
87, 535, 542(11). 

^T 5»T?t {mM), 571. 

1 (UI8lO 769(11). 

JTBtfB ^IK^mBTBTWT W (*?l’^l 
e),i80. 
ftfw ■? BT 

(ll’^Ota) (?ol8l=?l) (<^0111 

573, 453(11), 489(n). 
(fl^ia^), 629. 

ftB Bfirer: (<UltO. 

146(11). 

ftB BTSHTTB («ini’?), 444. 

Wt (^141^ ^ 4<f), 

705, 709. 

BBT ('sni!!f), 14(11). 

(^l?i^‘?). 126. 

BB'TbS)'^ WBfB (€UI^)j 

136(11). 

BBTB^T (?®!^! 

348(11). 

%5a?t BwfB (?'I'S|?'), 683(11). 
BfifBI’Tr (’=181 

f), 118(11). 

(U1814°), 792(11). 

S BBBt BBiBT (^“|8!8’(), 468 
(II). 

BTfBf^ BBTB% (ttl^!‘?4)5 204(11). 

BT BBT *rSBl (<£U1’?®, '?'?)> 

151(11), 162(11), 153(n). 


591(11). 

^BT'Blt’U {xm'i), 68. 

(’^I’?l0. 137. 

349(11). 

(?®l’?l^‘’), 351 

(II). 

BfBTsrf) 458BiT Bfw: (^<>l’?0?'?), 348 

( 11 ). 

Bi'tt BBTSPBT^ (SlUt’?), (8i'?U'=). 
218,479. 

(81^!?^) (4|51’?<£), 478, 

578. 

BTbIb (81310, 487. 

BBfB (^14110, 710- 

BB IB BTBT ^a^Bt (?18t 

^) (I’RlBo) (^o!’?!'®'’), 88, 89(11), 
381(11). 

(’(I'^UO (*?1'?1*?’*) (81^14) 
(-ai^ia), 146, 158, 491, 33(11). 
^fs?fBBiTBBl SSSBTB (’?l'?l’(4) (’(!’?! 
(81^14), 168, 160, 491. 

(’^Rlt^), 283. 

(i( '=1?!4'3), 336 

(II)- 

BTBt BBfB (fFl^^), 772. 

BBf^TBTKTrftrfT (’?18I8) ^ 

(BRl^B) (8181W) (418!’?0 (tl^l 

^o), 195, 510, 526, 597, 737. 

'*T^ (?1*’!?) 
(?1318) (BUF) (^I'SITF) (8181 = 8) 

(fuiO (fni8) (“^OilO 

(^|>^|^) (flBl’^O (^18183) (ai?l?0 

(Bi8i?o ('=i?F=), (<i»t8) 

(41?F) («tl».R8) (£!?,180 (?»l?l»Tf) 
(?oF!^ 4), (??!?i?, *£, 

44) {Um, 8, U, 34) 
(?=18F?), 110, 176, 211, 39.:>, 
532, 598, 604, 605, 606, 607. 
620, 035, 0S2, 697, 3(IT), i>(Il), 
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60(11), 79(11), 80(11), 140(11, 
161(11), 172(11), 316(11), 643 
(II), 662(11), 668(11), 669(11), 
670(11), 672(11), 673(11), 684 
(II), 694(11), 702(11), 704(11), 
70S(II), 454(11). 

(8i 

m^) (si^Ries) (?9i^i'^0. 

481 701(11) 758(11), 837(11). 

(8(81^8), 532. 

(si'si'^'s), 399. 

■JTt’romf.T {<£ia|i^?), 

275(11). 

('?RI^'=), 302. 

URUrn (^o|f|8e), 

555(11). 

U«rg[t (?U?I4(£), 

733(11). 

(=9?l‘?<£,), 98(11). 
TRmf*f 'g' 'gg^TR 1 

UTWrfil «ITt% RT'RfR sffTflJrx: B 

TRfTOT^ RRT{T*r 11 

(?» 111'?^), 190(11). 

^sTT'ifRir’it IT? ^RTrft (^Ul^^), (^l?i 
Ji), 225, 230. 

ITRRRR IRR IZiTtfu {\\ 
!?U*o), 150. 

acr^^rw^ftsf 5?iSw ('?(^ii), 179. 

(?»18|(£), 444(11). 
sfiCrfR (^i'?R8), 48. 
ftRjftqTETt 'SKSRTsr ?[^^T 

(=it If), 77(11). 

ftw WRtsiR ^>51 (?"l^lfS), 399. 

%*rf^ (lUlf's) (tfiHS, 
f), . 55 I, 742(11), 744(111). 

(folfl 

f f), 349(11). 

ftfWR ^ ?i^fw (aifif f), 478. 
ftfWRT: ^4*1# (^oKii.®), 564(11). 


^sj??fsfr (!i=ifi8,'a), 564(11). 
flf^rfr *r rt sr wfR (^»i 
=Kf), 630(11). " 

-^T (fififB), 301- 

302. 

5'®Tii 206 - 

( 11 ). 

^niT^sr (ci^Hf), 77(11). 

(^Fl^f), 431. 
(fFKd), 420. 

JTRMnS! ('SlSlto), 60(11). 

UfRg: (fitiaf) (<£.l?iff) (Ul 
818 8), 133, 166(11), 789(11). 
tRT JiatRf: (8|8|t8.), -523. 

(i; = i8ia,o), 473(11). 
(t?l8IM), 794(11). 

RgssjT: fNRU! (8|8UC), 525. 
f I fa[8ft sr xisiRg 

(^lfl€, r«), 39, 47. 

fRT I -Ri? Rrl^HRRwg (^i8l^'«>), 

324. 

t^T t feaarWRRg sfr R%fR (8ur 

^?) (^18188,)’ (fllif), 338, 342, 
455. 

tWT t U’RRRR (fUI8), 605. 
t^T’S’CT: WJRWStR (^o|®|8f), 604 
(II). 

(fl^lf «), 124. 

tflum: (4?18|io), 792(11). 
ttwl RRRit 'rliffR '3i%R#R 

(fiflf »). 79. 

(<tttl8=), 

172(11). 

^t: aifflmu ’3N^5n: (<tl8|fo), 267 
(II). 

?jRTsf^fN (■«>i!9*;f) ('si^i 

ff) (?->l8l0. 16(11), 45(11), 479 
(II). 

^jRTsfRWlt (?°I^K=), 379' 
(II). 
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SHABABA-BBi§YA I 



(■ai^us 41(11), 

43(11). 

ir*rT5!nrTS!if«^w;1^ (?'’i'ai<)> 583(11). 

TTSTHTSTT (?<>|8| 

^»)> 452(11). 

(^lil^i?), 714. 

VC??: (?<>l?l^8), 399(11). 

vc’Rxt^fi’f^ ’sfii (^R^f), 

771. 

VC:»r^#’Ttsf?TWB: (^I^Rtt.), 123. 

fTC?? ftv CT*e»I '3'<TBV (UI8|?<f), 
778(11). 

'srtg: (?«|>?|=?8, ^s?) 
(?^|8in), 352(11), 374(11), 877 

(II). 

crc»r-V^»JTf*r as^flr (^^l^i’^'s), 854 

(II). 

vcv%sr vsra^ (fi’?iO (<ti 

?!'?<) (^“lilt) (UI8IH, '?8),158 
(II), 479(11), 634, 776(11), 780 
( 11 ). 

CTC?5r%*? (=m? -a), 77(11). 

CTc?n%fr HBT^T?fr (=i '?!'?»), 97 

(II). 

■vwrt^5ifff (?‘fisi^), 863(11). 
vwf ^T^f?T (®|8K 8), 64(11). 
(l|i?ltt,), 559. 

(«UKa) (=|!?iH) (I'lii 
?^) (t«lfK»), 77(11), 97(11), 
479(11), 485(11), 566(11). 

(^iii^<t), 348. 
(^|8|^'=) (a.i'?!^) (niu 
^a) (toFi^^), 336, 559, 641(11), 
685(11). 

t B^rTTSft (!f|8|c) 

(?.»m^?i„ ».), 199, 495(11), 497 

(II). 

t ’srsncf?!: (oflBi 

to. 122(11). 

irv[T?f (^IBI^O (tl8|0, 336, 
-674. 


VC ^ vwfff {?R<£), 420. 
VCf%C CCT 1 1 tl^l, 65. 

CCWTVCi C Clt CTKEft f ffw (0=^1 
to. 768. 

cif cm c VC c crfccfrccr (fiti 
tO (^R^’^. ^’^)> 612, 767, 768. 
cmrcfc fccfc t^ic (citicO. 171 
(II). 

CTCWfC (ttl8|88), 789(11). 
vccfci c vcm Kiflf: (?«iii«<) 
(t®IW) (t»lll®8), 513(11), 515 
(II), 516(11). 

vc! Jtwfcc (iisittf), 280 

(II). 

cccfcci (t'l^liO (toiO*?®), 421 
(II), 541(11). 

CCCCC #=9^^: (t'KltB^), 539(11). 
c wcf^c, sr wvc, c 

(00t°). 644. 

C CCT^ CTOC^TCC: ^rfcwifc 

(fl'S|8) (t'lsiaO. 414(11), 744. 
cvic fcvcfc crfc (ai^it), 487. 
sr fjTv ftrtffr sere («!;f?ri>, 8 8) (i£i¥i 
8") (t'.isiO, 183(11), 185(11), 
222(11), 434(11). 
c cgft «ltl8^), 629. 
c c ccwTf cefe veerwre caifc 
(8|8|^t), 531. 

c cgf^i^fcfc 151C (ttiHi ?o. 27 ] (1 1 ). 
sr cw^ fev cfc vw’itT cr ^ (>ivi9) 
(tl?lt^) (^ItR®). 40, 4S, ]2<'|. 
sr srcfCT cftc^rm (towi??). 493 
(II). 

sr msr?d^ c cvfir cwO ('isfisO- 
124. 

c ^ cvfw (f oFia). 623(11). 
sr iencic C5V fee) c vfe* (<i;iei 
n). 204(11). 

sr cD: WeeffT (Joi-oi^O (H|«|8») 
601(11), 602(11). 
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ST fwr (^FR?), 63, 

428. 

sf sTUfrir# ^ 

(^Fiu), 42. 

SI nfswffl^Ti (?s?l»F=), 874(11). 

ST sf)% 

(0151?“?), 304. 

ST iTnSi5IT!srT5^ Sf <?rsgri;T ST 

fsf?r| (^lai?-?)), 324. 

51 wm *T fimT ST mm (ei?F), 
235(11). 

ST xiwsfr tw Hmraj fTitu (??iai 

as), 880(11). 

ST^ f^SSfEJinf^ STSff^ (®l?l?), 101 

(11). 

ST^StuTIT^ (??|?F), 845(11). 

sT^^t^rwf- (?!ai? ?), 318. 

sT^ waiTH Sfwfw (?«i?i?), 385(11). 

^ ^SIUHT ST^THSITSIT: (?“?i?|B), 801 

(II). 

iiw Ht^gsisifEi si'flfH (??!?|54), 683 
(II). 

ST m m siV? (?uia,), 24. 

if gifsi^sT ('5151^^), 46(11). 

ST I (t!?Fa), 204 

(II). 

sr listt '3'TrT:tfi?;i’?sr5?f*Ti si ^suftftt 
(■3i?Fi). 42(11). 

*f ^ITTSiflsiTH sjWtisl^Him: (?,«>!l|?f), 
495(11). 

SI (??|si?), 862 

(ll). 

ST T?rr%fH «sa "g snsr (t<>i 

c|»?). 637(11'!. 

ST iftt srT‘^''sr*( (soFiT) 

TF). 620(0), 753(11). 
sr igst sr 41 «T); sr f«n:^F«fH 

.>65(0). 

*T 'iijsri^maTra srest^ smfiT (ai^iai), 

461. 


sTiffrurw sz^ifw ’fr^fsrsTsjr (^cpif), 
624(11). 

SHS^^SDTJIT^ (?l'5|?'>), 401. 

sjsifsr (UITI5), 665(11). 
srwsiT #4 gsrwTsr? qtutfsr (^"i"!?), 
620(11). 

sri^^fT 4tH (?|8U“?) (8|?!a), 318, 
440. 

«rTs?“gf (8|i?i“?), 467. 

sriSEfTOTsfu HY^T^'SSjT^Ttaii: ( ? o I'S! 
8j, Hi), 606(11), 607(11). 

srig^T ST^tIh ST HTW 3TT^ ('ai?|?8.), 

38(11). 

srifusTS! («'18i«£), 124(11). 

srifYS^suH (40 18| 0, 434(11). 

srT4^tsr (? 18 !?*?)> 96. 

su4r (toi^ibO, 414(11). 

siT€tsT4rT#t Hatu (ajBF'i,) (t^Fia*?), 
596, 648(11). 

mm 5r^ Ttsium) (s'ibi??), 123 

m 

SfT“§?rt YTf^ ^«SJTcJ (H\ 

?!8,o), 691(11). 

5fTHsnX4?lfH ST (?»l'aK), 581 

I (II). 

j f^fETSU (?*?18|“?<£), 

! 875(11). 

I h^Ptt i= 94 T 4 rTs: u^g^rfsTi 

(?.FI?8), 342(11)." 

(?|81?^) ('S|?! 

96, 41(11). 

fsT^TffsT (UFiO), 737(11). 
fsrfiTr sfHSEtT^ri (?i8i»), 312. 

fsrtsrsr: nysTsfi 3rT^4c5- 

lYftret (?Fia), 246. 

SIBSWIT (tm^O. 932. 
fillip BSESfsrmnit 

’srr^fir (ui?i??), 749(11). 

(?l?l*?8), 33. 

^ srsif^ '4r^HT (iili'rO. 202(11). 
^fsT srsif% 4?»Tfr si«tT (?iTia,»), 632. 


63 
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SHABABA-BHiSYA ; 


397. 1 

*fTB *nfr5<: ktstt (^!^l 

9€), 58. 

' 9 ’'j 

st^T^^STT (<ill*?ia'>)> (^“1 

810, 222(11), 436(11). 

(‘^1^1^'=)= 186. 

(II). 

^^5rV sf if^ (<tl^l**'^)j 226 

(II). 

srm >Bpn (ai^l^) 
(^I'^l^e. >?«), 439 . 645 . 

(<tlO^'^)> 216 

(II). 

. traseTt (viiR's), 492(11). 

Y^^KTisi'raiTf^ (MaiO. 87. 
tna xiigst^iiT W'^'- (^«I'S1‘?^), 595(11). 

^T^BT: (Cl'?l^'=). 211 ( 11 ), 

212 ( 11 ). 

(<fl»n'?), (^1 

.5,1^0. 268(11), 765. 
tre (aKK), 368. 

81), 412(11). 

ffsj^ (4l«l^<£), 691. 

(?“Kia€), 560 

(II). 

(<i'?i^^), 207(11). 

iT^firsfsrfk ’Tft (m^R'=^), 752 

(II). 

TTSTsrf fftT^TSTTsit (^Fl?'®), 419. 

3J»R[§tSTt (ll'SI^"), 154. 
'i^fTTSTfif'ETTlITW V3¥ff^ (t®Fl^t), 
639(11). 

('oui 

^«>), 14(11). 

YSi^I (=1? IK), 78(11). 

xffflj '3'TJrFrfw (^ojaF, it), 
443(11), 445(11). 
titff .g- ’BSUfs (^FIK), 421. 


nfi I trrftnnsTOt (fuu^), 612. 

(‘?l^i^). 140. 

WT®M («tl?iKj 
^o) (^?181i?4), 158(11), 1.59(11), 
781(11). 

tfit: (4“lTl3f. aa). 

553(11), 568(11). 

■'T^WTsfir^'^' 'S'^tfw ( I ' l*^l'!>), 626(11) . 
^wr sf'frfB’ ('^1^1^^) ('®l^ta), 33(11), 
146.'* 

■qUisgT (9Kl^?) (^lai 

B^) (<tiaiBi) (Ki'^i^f), 291(11): 
379, 698, 739(11). 

ligs® (ai^F) fKR'=) ('Fl?'^) (^’’i 
8i0 (^1^1?°). 434(11), 49.5, 623, 
772, 815(11). 

trills! ^ tisnf^wTir*?; 
(tKl‘?'=), 137. 

TO^, YpSisqwHST (Ki1l?F), 

488(11). 

W'fl': (^-IHK.) (Kl 

1181), 488(11), 499(11). 

5sfiT^«rT% (?,«iai 

S'®), 500(11). 

TO S[T 'S!r«!t ^ (il 

5^1?1), 188, 573. 

TOt ’Wil (KF1’?0. 

833(11). 

Yflfy B’JTT^ ('?1?I<J), 115- 

(f^fl^) («i®ia = ) 
(KiaiO (Kl"?!’.^). 222(11), 434 
(II), 835(11). 

(?FF0. 422. 

tifiiiit «rnsi^ (’I5i?a). 184. 

’tnjiift' sft^wwffr (si^iO, 366. 
^raflraw (=^19iK) i<fA 

ant) (Kl-itf). lyi, 297(11). .5^3 
(II). 

Ti4flr3<TT®frK®gi^wsff^ ('SJiaiiO (^*‘1 
^I8«), 293(11), '727(11). 



i 
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sri^^ (?xi5|?'=), 

849(11). 

^4 srfHi|*rTlH (?|8it?), 318. 

('ai?F) 

? a), 35(11), .->39(11). 

'swj (3KI8?), 384 . 

TnsfKfjfTalt (m^?! 

a), 41 . 

^CSSim: ’S'5 ^f?5sr: (8FF^), 

481. 

(31!R1) (^1?,1®. «) (??l?l 
as), 229, 008, (i09, 089(11). 
u»r*rr I 

’CafSIT "©IH II 

(8|8|?a), .528. 

^TfisTW 3a:?rrfH (aFi?^), 273. 

(atsu), 488. 

wm Wfir (^Fl?'!>) (ai^i?), 150, 
466 . 

TU^T *r: (t^iau). 861(11). 

fqss^raH 'sthtk ('oiaia), 

56(11). 

^ral (^oi3|So), 402 

( 11 )." 

swtwg HWH ITSfsi I 
«raf *r^^ST»5TTflmfH(T: W II (?<=l 

ai^a), 4 .> 2 (n). 

fflisf: (<l®i»a), 206(11). 

SPHI? (fl?l=?>f), 617, 620, 

^51 (aiaw., 

?ii), 518, 526. 

®?)’ ~i3. 

gscT g^iitT«qiafr%ttRrft ’"srft^rrwt^ 
(s’laisc:), 696. 

g«ri «rw; (t?FU'=), 

712 ( 11 ). 

3 =iS'Si^-^f'i?a[mfH («ifi»), 727. 

^ («£|rFa), 209(11). 

(t1»1?5), 119. 


5freri3fain?T^5f (ai?Ff) 

(fKK) (?^ian = ), 452, 728, 867 

(II). 

g<T^T?i 'g-TfN'?i?rfH "w (3i<ju<£), 
421. 

gfi^TFi (‘^uitf) (^i?i4^), 

115,225. 

gUt®[S3!STaR«t5?igT3t^^ (^FR^), 

429. 

gtt'g'TSr«»I% HWHHT fit (im^), 
701. 

gure-TiftsT t HTrfr sitfaif (?.iai 

^o), 94. 

g<1"«Ti>*i I t^r #1% (x °|?|8?), 
329(11). 

g<lsmmrrt3Tmw«TTfisrsf ^rtaitH (x<‘\ 
s=i^a), 643(11). 

gKl^TB^firUft {^'^l^l^a), 844(11). 
g^i%fr airOfw (tKi»,?), 731. 

fT^T (^^laiU), 122 

(II). 

(?i^Rf), 49. 

Tgmfsrpsn (?FI8, 

xi), 41, 49. 

IsoR'fiscRqif: ('Si^i^'a), 

40(11). 

(?? 1811 ), 

770(11). 

I (^oKl 

<?1), 540(11). 

I t^f IWigTHtT- 

H'fW- (^FO^S), 770. 

m «’Crft (1I^R<) 
(??I5!?) (xm\w), 553, 740(11), 
818(11). 

1^’cflf (liaFi?), 595. 

1 ■sif’aj wg (^’?l?ia=), 822(11). 
1j?T «if ftHsjg wfr ^ (?*?l^l'?<t), 855 
(II). 

sflfT^lWSTT^ 127. 



2412 



SHABABA-BHiSYA : 


719(11). 

sfsi^ ^T'?T (= 18 in) 

(toFi^o), 120(11), 636(11). 
Y5?'TTSIsf<lt VTsg (IRII), 570. 
sti^i^stT^srisirq (aiti^^) (li^i 
^1) (^'ISIlS 1^, (’'“I 

^K^) (^oi'oKa), 467, 473(11), 
474(11), 476(11), 563, 568, 568 
(II), 615(11). 

gsr’srfri ^f?r (?«| 81 ^^), 462 

(H). 

Y^aif^r «^T (’^lUS’?), 126. 

YBIsrt (’OR !’«>), 35(11). 

Y% t^wlaisTOra^ (?°ltR's)> 546(11). 

("ORRa.) ('^RR 8), 50(11), 
51(11), 111(11). 

(? 18 R), 88 . 

(818R, ^), 516, 517. 
YW ^’C’arrwr^ (’ORR^), 45 

(II). 

YW (? <>lf| 8 , ^’ 0 ), 

533(11), 546(11). 

Y*t'!I?)sSTl% («EI^R)j 236 

(II). 

(^»RRO> 566(11). 

(^RR8), 294. 

^'5’ffT^T ■^'5'Hrefr 'SSYrYT^T^r- 

WJTYT’^YT (?RR8) (8|i?R?) (fRI 

(tRl») (^^Ri'i'i) (^^1 
'^R, ?8) (UI8R?), 73, 481, 

648, 649, 655, 694(11), 701(11), 
709(11), 710(11), 779(11). 

srmrYTmr- 

(8|8R<’), 326. 

(ni=?R 8 L), 

720(11). 

Y'SJt ^YfrT 'Siwfff (^RF, 'fB), 

122,124. 

safriH WRj 1 


^ tftt II 

(•srrr), ll(II). 

YSifaYTSI’ft YfSIYT'’^ (^RR^)> 

320. 

YSflYTTB '^g%T^T (^FR), 762. 

Y3IT«I«TWT JTYTH’SRrg^V (’SRR^), 63 

( 11 ). 

YSJT^irPHT (i^RI'O), 1 ^ 9 . 

YSTP (?| 8 i’?«)- 

102 . 

(t'Fl'i'?), 652(11) . 

39,46. 

('^Ritf). 


144. 


(^l^R)' 278 . 
YsiTYffl^ (^oFlC), 629 


(H). 

(?18RS;)- 3^2. 

YSirYffTYf (tRRo), 583. 

YSJTYfW I ^ 3 fn J^STHT*? YT’Yt 

sfstTSI (nr®i?'f)> ”^ 56 . 

YsitlFi^ (^RR’i)* 651. 

(?®RR'‘)> 391(11). 




(II). 

Yitwr: ’EI’siffH (ORR”). 

152(11). 

(ll?RS*)» 545. 

(8RR8) {?°RI 

i?), 334(11), 477. 

YfafHSf’ft <? W ’fHT '3YYf5^ 


(aRR'o), 501. 

Yfira^tw: {'iRi*'!), 5.*0. 

Hfssisf (RRR^). 597. 

YfsfYft! YfatJCfa (BRR'K 597, 
Y^fwt «i 5 r 'Yig’tJ (aRias), ;> 11 . 
Y<T>swfi|€T=^ S«I’R 9 > *«)• 


648, 649. 

YYT (?RI?). 64. 



INDEX OF TEXTS QEOTED IN THE BHiSYA. 
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sr>!n# ^1# avsB^ 

(«iai5?) {'auif) ('Q|B|8) (i=i^m) 
7(11), 56(11), 57(11), 
83(11), 141, 531, 674(11). 

(8H|^5), 

457. 

HsrsiHJSNH ?ef^njt (Ul‘?l«a), 

724(11). 

■StWt f'lHi: TftI 

(?l^l??), 48. 

(si'^l^^), 256. 

^ ^siT (tfUis^), 161(11), 162(11). 

XWBX (<£IBI‘??, =?8), 275(11), 

276(11). 

5!^Ji (?«|?Ko), 373(11). 
wci’ff’: ^THT^nffr (?|8|!?^), 

101. 

{?iKl^^), 100. 

^€t?rT (^N^*?), 397. 

^Tf?;?ft«rsr^ (ai 
519^) (ui^Ra.) iim^i), 509, 
683(11), 764(11), 765(11). 
nTJiT^sfr f^«!nig ^xHix^fw (■ai^i^i?), 
49(11). 

^ WSJJfl (918|!>o), 316. 

(?131*?r) (B| 

^iss), 75, 481. 

(9181^0), 317. 
(8i?i'a), 472. 

xi!srT<ifJI!*tx^M% {??l'^is<£), 727(11). 

xnarms! a®) 

(X"!?!?, ?«), 303(11), 327(11), 
.32K(I[), .337(11), 343(11). 
xxTsiT^fjj fsf#^ ('^l^lBa), 87 

(11). 

5I’®»Srf '9XI5[NxflI (?!8|vC), 105. : 
xnwT ^BRicfjjsir (?,o|iFa), ,524 
( 11 ). 

5!i»inx?i’5;t^:wai'3 (5|8|?8, U), 322, 
323. 

^ (>saF)- 198. 


(t«|^F), 340(11). 

xnHiHWt izu: ^gfr I i%0\ 

41 a a), 499(11) . 

(UI^Ka), 736(11). 
xn^'D^sffKT'i! (ai^ii), 34(11). 

XfTW HKWT (<£l?|84) (il^lt*?), 

180(11), 181(11), 250(11). 

462(11). 

(9141=?=?, =?9, 9^), 349, 

350, 356. 

(<jl^i8^), 261(11). 

(^laiu) (^Fl=?'=) (Cl^l=?»), 61, 95, 
249(11), 772. 

■^!’5ft=gTHx^9if(r (=^Fi?<i;), 421. 

xfrPgHIHXTg^'S^H^lKrrw^^ (8l^t 

^) (€Ul=?) (<ti^l8=), 131(11), 222 
(II), 442. 

frf%«n»!f (8|?F), 442. 

ii=s^r4i HTWit (i?->l=?l88), 360 
(II). 

^f^Tin (??I9U), 740(11). 

Ii9[X'?ftlX9ST=H9m (tUI*?'^) (^1=?K, 

c), 36, 42, 49. 

9[if« (uiBiaa), 789(11). 

W^ZBTOnfxfix (9FI9?) (a|^i 

tc), 41(11), 4^. 

WfiRET *J#ff (?18U) (UI=?I^B), 85, 
677(11). 

=^f^<T3Xr t ■39n!BX'g^X=SIT ^TWT t^HT 
(^=iai'a) 443(11). 

ftwftffr. (=?l?lta), 

120. 

=«!%: (^Ul?a) (iti 

tl8i), 120, 691(11). 

«ii4fec f9txg HT^w 

KXS1;RI??J TX^^1#=# IlSTHTIl (81^1 

a) (^l^ita, =?*?), 491, 733, 735. 
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SHABAEA-BHASYA : 


srrl?r: Yirpii: 206(11). 

*?!**'')) 221 ( 11 ). 
3Z®Tfil (<°|S|^), 439(11). 
(4?!'?ltt)> '709 

(II). 

t (il'^lf), 144(11). 

(?°l«l^ = )> 460(11). 

>?i, 8^) (l»W.l). 193(11), 203 
(II), 226(11), 609(11). 

S’5f5^3fsni ((lR18'®)> 226(11). 

(tKlC), 729. 

’T^E (i^lBR), 862 

(TI). , 

186. 

YT^mx 

? 8), 846(11). . 

JT^HEIWE (fFI 

^^),769. 

(^'■l’?l«''), 430 
(II). 

S'15r'g%^sWT^T (ai^l®), 501. 

srxfirsEJx »imft sr 
(?<>|8K), 442(11). 

3'?SEXfe (UR|8<t)> 726(11). 

sitt 'fraiK sfts (^i«>i'?8), 

398. 

SfTigni ^TTHTK^ (^18,1 

n). 347. 

arf’xjT*fTf*xsi (?'?|8|88), 880(11). 

3 T"iniT= ^ ^ff^i ( ? 0 l^l'i^), 

371(11), 372(11). 

WTi'frsftrBx^w (fl^ls's), 626. 
ST^lfT (^itlU) (fl'?! 

<:),370,639. 

(^l^|^8), 262. 

f% ET ft-JX (!i*;i^«) (? “i 
81==:), 624(11). 

Eafr ^ (:?i?|8f), 132. 

EJt »rft?Etr? (^ni^9), 127. 


(ni8i8,?), 793(11). 
wg<T! ilff: E^TSJ^X^ (i\i\li), 612. 
^TTm'Wift'sirtBT^fT (^°i?' 

^=), 402(11). 

HT^if f^ilsrr. 1 1 

(4um), 611. 

fil% 51'^fw SS'^xfE (fFFtf) (^1^1 
■Si) (^IBlt") (^18188) (':|8|?») (HI 
8i^<), 120(11), 650, 656, 677. 
719, 785(11). 

■aRi^T^wff (tl8U^). 680. 

»J?IE5JE5^K% :5?f E3IT^T=lf8!80^ (3|8| 
8 = ) ( 8 |?. 1 ?=) ( 8 |?l?«) (?» 18 iS). 

337, 447, 475, 864(11). 

^Ifrrfw (=i8ra), 119 
' (II). " ^ ■ 

^SaKT '3'cr?e?^TfH (®lf|58) ( 81 ?!n) 
(8.1?l'?'’), 380, 573, i)xo. 

52^t%*5X^ '^Tk^ (? ?I?I8?)! 767(11). 
xsTfT?T^7iiTgx^x^ (X'Xiaitc), 871 
(II). 

(UIsF'i). 873(11). 
flT^T5T sr TX^T (JefaKO, 

616(11). 

ETE (?'»1^I®R'). 5.51 (IT). 

WJfWlWTf^T 'SrBBXSS^^^t (aFF^). 

267. 

gW^lfH (^Fi'€). 

773. 

ESjmTWTEXTt g’fWTXRT: («'r'il?<=1, 

705. 

xrarw =rfc:^ f^W’Sfsfi (cfisisi'l, 

224(11). 

EWEi-tfXSilTlF^^aT'xfiT (x-Oi^'l. '^02 

(II). 

( f '-n 1 ® 8 . a#’’! . 

494(11), 495(IT). 497(TIi. 

(^i8i*). 67 1. 
(Xoi8|f). IliltH'S. 


INDEX OF TEXTS QUOTED IN THE DTt Ista, 
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usft ttrmfu 

( I » 1 1 1'®^) , 

571(11), 572(11). 

w»?!Tf^»ifTr: tg'g^Tsit (?i‘?|i?^), 264. 

WTU (fFI*?!) (?*?!? I 

^a) (ni‘?l?=), 425, 813(11), 831 

(II). 

(5iai?8), 322. 

'#t*r isi#?! (^oi^i'i'S, >i<f), 

370(TT). 372(11). 

w f% (si^l'fC), 268. 

u^fj: uratrtHi: (ai?!9«), 553. 

«^l?r 32'?-^NW: u^rfuf (i’ol'01^8), 

592(11). 

^ STTW (^1 1 

ai^c), 325. I 

(^1»I?0. 624. I 

V ’I8\5INT (»ltl?<t), 121. I 

NTi?W»ST (^Ul?f), 

120. 

u’^rf^Rrari sr srmii 

(? = R?), 620(11). 

UTTS'^ ^T €'?rei’nt: uumt 

(?oi^l?s), 546. 

570(TT). 

ur «T (?!»i®8). 57. 

wr’WST^ft (?l?l??)j 116. 

Trr^rw '9* (?o|?i8?), 328(11). 

wrsft 'rrfiraT (^1^1 

«?), 734(TT). 

»rTitf)!!li N^stTxfNf! (ui^iu?), 728 
(IT). 

«T’^?siTsr*r!??Tf)'sfr^ ^=cr^i'«t^ (?®N 
■a). 582(11). 

wrfu%»r NferasTW^ (aRia), 491. 

NINTti? twfu ('?1?1??), 127. I 

RTU i|wumit ’Tsrt ('?|9i’a), 190. 


Hwuflr'rr^' ^fw (^Ri^a) (■si^i?) 

(<mn), 31(11), 98(11), 
155(11), 190. 

firrt^ UT^affl'vi^i izu^ (i'Fi^a), 
638(11). 

flftu ST N%f: (5(*?|*?l^), 823(11). 
urt)-?rf=rr ^ wt (?‘?i'?li), 

824(11). 

f*N (^I’^l^tJ), 267. 

fir^ t ^ xT 52W (8i?|!?8), 450. 
fu^T^*r '?f9FNT wsr^iffr (?iaR), ■ 

342. 

(aRl?’^), 479. 

vrEft^ (Blau'S) (fFR-a), 446, 

777. 

5fesit ftTNT^ (^Kl^s). 375. 

sfTERXrfN Efr# (?i?l^8), 239. 

-arm (81?| 

^), 473. 

E3NT ^'SfT wW^ (Bl^u), 487. 

(ii.|5?l*?€), 578. 

('?ltR‘?), 126. 

trra ^T'^T (?®R|i?’?), 399 

(II). 

^ %rmT«wt (’^i^iia) (a j 

m) 76(11), 262(11), I 

242(11). 

Jmrfk (fl’^lt'^), 150. s 

(fl'BF®?) (?l 

<£>18 ?) (i^i'018^), 397, 407, 408. 
t^T^Jsnrr^ ^ (8|*?i?^), 478. 

t’^TETES-f)- (0191*?^), 45(11). 

Utwug (=?l?l^8), 127. 

^ m €taT«! ((£1^1^), 

236(11). 

Ej wr ’^^3srr «i^?r (? =?R|i?8,), 
834(11). I 

<3 (?|i?u^), 49. 

213(11), 214(11). 
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SHABAEA-BHlSYA : 


(UIB1'?'5»), 781(11). 

^ 5ffrrf*rg^5'(5ewT3 (SFl'?), 412. 

^ YESTTf^T (ii^ia^), 

584. 

wt<j 736. 

^ vn f^Tsrfwv'ft (^l^l<t)> 
s-a) (?«|8Ft, 1'=), 280, 458(11), 
460(11), 615, 626. 

^ ((iiiai^c), 

278(11). 

?«) ('il'?F'?) (il'^lK) («t'?l'?f) (t«l 
?l^?) (!t«l8lO (^-Fl*;^), 155(11), 
189, 398(11), 434(11), 521, 522, 
566,574,638(11). 

^ (*?U 18 =) 

(«|?|>ff), 134, 157(11). 

JTT’srfw (^Ri<t), 

280. 

n ^isrt (fl?Kf), 224. 

«r rr’c^'sr (^ri<£) 

, (toFlO> 280, 629(11). 

^ an’gfar (^Rl<), 

280. 

^ ’araarret (fKi?, '?'!»), 

726, 732, 737. 

^ Y^fHre: (fKl?, 

H (M^l^-t) (UI'^K^?), 566(11), 
726, 732, 735(11), 737. 

«r Jgwrfw (t®|U, 

^a, 8^), 494(11), 497(11). 

^ gmi^Ti (?o|i?ii!i), 

369P). 

55): cfc'itttw W#5r (?«I1F?), 

520(11). 

^ BRTHtw WT§ (itl'^l 

8), 824(11). 

W'ITTSr II^SRW: (?|8|^^), 100. 
^f^if! Ym: (if|8F5), 100. 


ajgwRt^>T: (?l8|i^a,), 103. 

(«tlM8») (^ol^ll') (?'?|81^'=), 127, 
174(11), 366(11), 875(11). 
^sj«nn*r^ ^TsfwSsjfn..^^ 

tjsjfjf (^m,ia8), 360. 

^fsi*n%ir (^1 

f|8), 727. 

(^KR^), 735. 

^rwwTif'tr’iw! ^fiTiywr: (I'l?!??), 
351(11). 

?f5f*rTsn® wJT^mwTfst^ (Ut^lB^), 
761(11). 

■m^T ((tiBiif), 286 

'(II). 

fs^ffr (5i?i^), 279. 
432(11). 

(^l^l^'O), (8|8|!^<f), 150, 

530. 

^rosrarHiT xift^«rT<T ar^w (a i 

^K),571. 

azi-iffr (8|?|8^), 462. 

aTFjaiJrfs (?|i?i89), 60. 

^ fffsrspfrRB^^^isitn^^ wrg 
8), 153(11). 

t ^asTT xm- (^FiB8), 4;io. 
w«ff^ (CRia?), 184(11). 
^'gsr ’Eraa^^affSR t^T! (^isi55), 127. 
’sj'ft'trft’frfaiT ^.lasai: (^511), 68. 

I t^friarr «r (?'-fi*o), 

350(11). 

agftw^lfR '#nHiiTRT<^R’C«lf)w 
^RIR (t^OI?'), 8(M!(i 1). 

Wl YKreiTO fsiagTSTTfR (9<.!818a), 

499(11), 

^ ft^SWsf RR {?M8 S), 

771(11).'’ 

#cr;»!T 

Y’ftffl’#?! (J'Bitf), 70. 


IKDEX OB’ TEXTS QUOTED IBf THE BHlSYA. 
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(t.1^1^8), 577. 

m 199- 

^?T BTWfffajfi’er WT 
(^Fl^^), 772. 

^ hI^stuj (^laiu), 317. 

hIsH HT ^SRT 

(•a|?ir5) i-^m^), 17(11), 46(11). 
^ (^l«R?). 317. 

^ (=i?,l?tt), 76(11). 

snj '?'??TaiD5^T5rT (ai9i?) (aiai 

9»), 487, 530. 

<1^ (?'»i4n=?), 485 

( 11 ). 

'iTiT irafrf (^181“?^), 91. 

UfT ('QiaRa), 64 

(II). 

5spj (?o|?i|?^), 

404(11). 

(51il^=, ^tl), 353-354, 355. 
jftTtqpff (ciaia), 91. 

?I?1T t fsrTOTa[% (^iBiu), 91. 

lEfafT I (®lf !'?'■), 374. 

’!?'«!T I ^^S'aRT (?ol\l'?'^), 

350(11). 

I (??i»t58), 834 

(ID- " 

isjafUt irai’ErtW UT’4 (?18i 

a), so. 

m WBJ (t^i^i 

! al. si’Sjll). 

'«'Trm (9|?1>B), 252. 
gsfixfUT wsri^ (fel?l>?a), 

32Uli). 

(ai?iaa). 462. 

(aiai 

Hj. .J02. 

('=ltl€), 

73! 11). 


321(11). 

^3?fT fw: (Ul^Hi), 753(11). 
JTT’q^lsf 

Ssirfu (?|8|?'o), 97. 
^TWm^tTT^OTTWT^TT^t 

'qrT^ifr«gf?r(?i8i«f) {‘?i'?i?) (^lai^'s) 
(fl^ia) (^I8lt) (^'lai^^), 93, 140, 
336, 454(11), 655, 674- 
?!<!fef)^’g?[T'5JnSrTHT5Sit^ {?18|?). 
88. 

^<r?w#)% ^*1 (i^i^i 

«) (fl^K^) (tlBI^-s) (tFl 

?, f, <£, '?») ('ai?i^0 (I?|8F) (?»| 

=ltf) (?oFI«^) (U|i?l?, a) (!!^|>?|^) 
(^^laitS n), 48(11), 87(11), 119 
(II), 176, 328, 632(11), 648(11), 
660, 690, 701(11), 704(11), 762,. 
764, 765, 769, 824(11), 873(11). 

(^IH,|8<f ), 

363. 

ig^f%(9|illo), 364. 

t H (^FR'‘), 

415. 

??^fi=f5SEii?rt (aixl^d), 

(t’l?ia^), 485, S19(II), 820(11). 

(ai^it), 

487. 

W (^l«l«i£, ^?)# 631, 

682. 

ajs^iapsrui^ JZWTfir ’ft’sfjjsr^ ( x = M 18'5), 

500(11). 

W^’®ra^Tfwtsr (ti^iti^o), 815(11). 
«icnFs?<tar5irtH 5!«rafiif ^rft’arS' (^?i 
^I's), 825(11). 

aff'flfH aRITO! ^1^- 
«si% (^Kia®?, B4), 383, 386. 
ajfk gXT (^18F, X>i), 198,. 

204. 
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SHABAEA-BHiS YA : 


847(11). 




•sr^ ?s??T 

(VRI?) (??|8|{, U),172, 773(11), 
774(11). 

'S«)> 168, 506(11), 514(11). 

’B'w *r (^t 

f|8«) (imxa) (fi^i^?, ^^), 383, 

659, 668, 669. 

W5?r: ^ 

(^FI?^) (^“I'^IIOj 366 

(II), 417. 

Jrf 

{8Ui?=?) (i®Flt=^), 371(11), 443. 

^ssn® (8|*?1'?, ^), 

466, 470. 

ajs^rnr (ai^i*??, !?>?), 

503,504. 

5<t), 511, 512. 

’srfae >3 ^T 533 3ir3T3 '5'^?: 331^??- 

<> fiN. 

33tt 3T#35[ (<UI^^), 626. 

f3ft3T3 'Sf33tt’3f)'f3 3^rr% 
(tli|8), 703. 

3f% 33T3 ftt%3T ^3 3^(3553 
(fii|i?8.), 711. 

■isrf? ^l^SSFirHIsft: f33tt[ (=181 

ifc:), 124(11), 128(11). 

53? 55 t 5731 (<I|9|t!:), 

240(11). 

3f%; 37?^ '3T3 33(5: 3173 

(i; = |?i'88), 330(11). 

3f3 5fl; 33TSJ33 3nrT3r3f3SI«3r3 

(?"|S?|8^), 361(11). 

3f?: 3s?t-f5f3T3T 3ftt3 (?»|!?18'S), 
362(11). 

3i^ 5r5f5 3#3 ( ? =i8ia.f), 476(11). 
3(3 ^3WT3T 3fT33nn3 (?"|4I=), 
507(11). 

■ 3 ^ 3337 3T (?4IVI1^). 729 

(II). 


3f*n2f3 Jzwifir ( 8 UI 88 ), 462. 
3f3TOrT33T33373 3Tf)'33 JZWrfiT 
(^ 1 ^?!^^), 269. 

355^<3f33T53f3 (t«FR) (?. = FI 

^ 0 ), 338(11), 640(11). 

3^3(733 Trar^TST 3srf3— 3t3iT337f- 
375773 33lf3 (?®?l?l?), 798(11). 
3^3 331533713 ('?RI?=), 186. 

3^575313 3f%f (8.1^9? = ), 575. 

3|33T ^Sr37^ 3 ( 3 ^ f3!(T (=U19), 
116(11), 117(11). 

3 ^ 37553 ! 3K7f3 33 5f353IT3T 35lf3 
(ni^ra?). 722(11). 

3 ^ 373 ; ^3373 3f3: (a,| 8 i??, ?'Si), 

590,593. 

35531! 5ig5I33r3'- 5<l373: (^“IT’.F”), 
319(11). 

^fflasri 331313 ^33 333ia-f3 (?'=rt>l 

u), 584(11). 

3?fr3jt 35333lJll3f3 ((£9?I58), 219 

(II). 

33jf5 335331 337373! 5^7333 (?«! 

'SK 8 , '!)»), 615(11), 618(11). 
3!ft3I5 531% 573 ^ 33’J3% (U 131 » it ). 
753(11). 

3l% 37 5% fil'3373 3 33317:15313! 

(? 014183) 557(11). 

3 : 5^3333! wn 7ff33r3T3jr3Tf«7f'' 3- 
i^YtfOTT (fWI?. 8 ) (418182). 

701, 703, 290(11). 

3! 533 : 'smw- 5nr75%3 (8F18). )fi^. 

471. 

3%3 f3^I! ^lf3353'ff 
%37f33 57IJ3%75531 ! 

3« 3 3*^3 3t333 3T3 

TW 3t |3T f3f35I3 57S3 |! 

(loFiea), 644(11). 

333333 : (»13F). 70. 

35337 33(3; (?o|t)|85). BO'Idl). 
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IND.LX , :QF ■ TEXTS'" 'QUOTEB:; IX BHASYA.. 


>r'fl 

451. 


’si^W tTsPTO (»|^F), 495. 

847(11). 

3211% ft4*fT<*fwm 

(? = m8a), 498(11). 

(naif, 

? a), 588, 592. 

sj’g ^\-f^r^^T^^^^ w ^wf ttW (?.Hfi 
a?), 562(11). 

t^WRsjr^ (??i 

?iaO, 722(11). 

51^ 3ff scfgmt ^^113 

(?-'l?ia.O. 422(11). 

(^1 

ai?= ?e), 325, 326. " 

(3|f|?) (8|fl?) 

(s| 8|?£). 366, 487, 502. 
a}«J srgfffsiw (aifisc), 5S2. 

W (fifi?) (aifK) 

(a_i8|f), 366, 487, 488. 

W K8-T (ai?i?), 487. 

f%a:<!|j (8|?|?), 437. 

H3rrf% (f laif), 

674 . 

iT<re^Tir (fin«, ?8, 701, 

706. 707, 70S. 

(sisj 

va), .54(11), 

^*sr'':®?q4 wsifa (ai3|?), 487. 
(tfiaisc), 279(11). 

^,5r? 5nf%?ii^ (?U| 

v5). 122. 

8f!«:f3rT'tr: ^%W {8|!!|*?), 

}:!7. 

8r«j-»w*?fifn3i as,%TiwFc*j!5T 
fsr^im (tc(8i!ii), 849(11), 
n¥iii%x!- jstgi (aifit), 487. 
’srrafrw (fiaiff, ^e), 

6S3, 690. 

WHwgjtfTf^ (fiai^C), 

689. 


(ifiaii'Q), 825(11). 
3ri (?=ia.i?8), 486(11). 

^iTafsrTHrrwqftiT^r! (tfiai 

af), 879(11). 

3TT^TTf*®r® (fUUf) (i! = iaifrfi), 119, 
467(11). 

^rr^unf^f#! (?4ififf), 714 

(II). ^ 

gT^f% (^^I8l3^y^ 734 

(II). 

sTTssjT^r ^^affT ( ^ lai a 8 ) ( ? f I 

?|5f), 360, 857(11). 

^TT 3i*rT: 5Tf?r«Ts^f% (-sifif) (fiaifi), 
65, 715. 

^S's^ria^^rr ?f^fer (fuiac;), 
134. 

54T ’^RJT litm (fi?i 

? 0:610. 

^rmraiflrt Kif^' sfraM (?fiti 

?^), 810(11). 

'stthit: -sigfw ('aif ii'a), 28(11). 

(uiaiaO: 

787(11). 

^^^WWraTHtt (fififf) 

(fi9iO ('"Ko?") (4i?Ra) (^"Fiff) 
(??UI?0 (UlfUfC): 80(11), 164 
(IT), 645(11), 648, 653, 670(11), 
831(11). 

(fiaiO (1l?i 

S3) (^|3iO, 194, 648, 653. 

5!fi3rm?5im ^tfirTziftaiiTT (^i?i33) (siai 
sc. 30 (??ia!3tf:), 127, 329, 331, 
786(11). 

•«rrarsiT wT'g-T sRTfitn (fi?if, ?a), 125 
(II). 1.55(11). 

?rira3i«j 5erTWff[mT D: (=1?!^), 79 
(II). 

urt t SRf’^ST '^Tf*t’iWT3iret 

(BFI'S) {?cis!'ia), 370(11), 426. 
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SHABABA-BHiSYA : 

^ I (81 8F) 


520. 

575. 

^ BtBT! (?»UI8!^), 332 
(II). 

fsrftjT % sf^ff '^faYT (?'?mv?), 
867(11). 

gg P? W! ^Ff)- (^l^l'S) (fFR, ^ 1 !) 
iim'i), 245(n), 324, 636, 640. 

fgT ^gTBT! (^Fi*??) (818138), (?!^|^| 

?f),422, 528, 858(11). 

-sraw- (8l8i!?c;), 529. 

^ (?I^F), 745(11). 

flfaiBlT (UI^RI), 715 

" (II). 

’®r(^YTf< afps|3r% (8|i^|8), 468. 
^ ^ismrsfT! (ui^r), 537. 

t gg ^firaifrgfB’s^: t gsf (cRi? 0 = 
99(11). 



w («RF), 9(11). 

^ ^’nrr twT ji-^r (^l 

sm) ('SFl{), 21(11), 328. 


% (*?I8F), 199. 

t WSTHT# ^fggr: (flUR^), 710. 

% ('?l?l?*f)j 126. 

t ^rsTHTSfn# (fifiij, i?®), 733, 
734. 

t (^|8|80, 289(11). 

t I 3I|3r4) BT ^«rT STO’fl- (=!?R5, 

>^), 107(11), 110(11), 115 

(II). 

Biff BSufB (fl?RF) (^ifRI 
?«E), 614, 814(11), 815(11). 

trWBTSTTB gftBTWWWBTBf (to| 

’K^), 375(11). 

^ J^TW agfl-^T (8|?|?,f), 574. 

3ff flf^Tfr bthwtbww (*?i 

*?!'«>) ( 5 Kl?^) (?lfl 90 ( 9 N?t) (^1 
'sia?), (3F1??) (8Riy?). (aiain). 


(fiaF'=), (^FR“) ('=1^1?°). (<l®( 
n, ^=?, ^<f), ((tlBR) (?oRl<£), 

(^ol^ist), (t»| 8 |^>?) (? = l'aR, ? = , 
^C, ^?), 92(11), 150, 241 

(II), 245(11), 250(11), 254(11), 
262(11), 311(11), 373 , 378, 385 
(II), 392, 408, 428, 443, 462(11), 
528 , .577(n). 583(11), 585(11), 
589(11), 628(11), 667, 773. 
fH%WTStt B’?! BiBni (f l?t 

665. 

^ BK«TT YTBBiBT (€RR8), 209(11). 
3fr w^i (nism), 776 

(II). 

^ m^wrr?g?<T (^ i a r ' s) , 324. 

5ft BTi'Kt^f: # (^I'OISi?, 8=)^ 408, 

410. 

«fr B B'SBrf: B (? Rr 

^8), (3|8R0,52, 317. 

Bt I (HRIBVI 

88), 584, 585. 

3fr t B^f BSfBTBTBf JaBBfH: (? ' Kt 

lO (?? 18138), .560(11), 877(11). 
^ ll^'^s^fB BT»flf%W! {'SRRc), 29 
(II). 

3ft I fBBt (8181 

^5?),5521. 

iftOTB 11% B -B BB f%»l}: {^tc:o=c). 
772. 

3fr BtWT ^S3BB: (^FF?), 422. 

BaJlBTB WBtIb (> « I M I 

8F), 794(11). 

(S' I 

81?), 437(11). 

YBBfT btb 1% (ifFls), liU(lT). 
BB’BB^I’HTBtHlBfB (uKF), fORR. 
HR?) (<{1'‘F3) B^)- 19(11). 2tt0 
(II), 217(11), '.“>32(11). 

YBBJt YBBIbIb ((ri?F»), 19‘Hll). 
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xiOTfH ?:f?T 

a^’a^’frirfjT (■oi^i 
t«), 24(11). 

T'dSfR;^ («!:i'?ia^), 

228(11). 

('si^R's), 28 

(II). 

Tswt Yftifif ijntH 

00 ( 11 ). 

’ITii’ffX tYTSr ^CTIR’C’?: ((tl*?!?), 

188(11). 

W=fI<mTfsr (^i»f), 

199. 

=i:TaiJJr f^rfn (aiau), 516. 

’CTSfig.^ir (aiaiO (<l 

^U«) {?l?l^) (?°i?li) (^?!?IU), 
74, 172, 308(11), 516, 708(11). 
5ciafijj-Tf%^^Ar=5^fH^5^3jsT^i*rr 
aRIH'TH®*?!'*!! SfT^m#! -g^risi: 

(fKl?), “26. 

<rsjgisi?: (Ci^i^a), 86(11). 
<Tsi!SxtPf^ sf#5n?fT^ (t®Fia?), 359 
(II). 

Kmi TW^^ST (t^isn;?), 774(11). 

SJHeT ^m^ ’STT ^^T^T^’cr^lfsfl 
(? o|a.j¥u,),' 480(11), 481(11)^ 
(Bi?!Ya), 453. 

'wfeai: ( 31 ?!??), 

218. 

(®FH?) (^oiaiOs 416, 434 

(II). 

{aii6t«, ^«), 574, 

aTa, 

I 'll?) (’?l’an^)» 392. 

3taBfw®irt»¥ii f% ('?i<fiH), (i?!?! 

t-o), 184, 185. 

('?l^lt'(), 184. 

waig ’tjTjmaia (BitF), 

436. 

nm '^ttrrwsrfir {?fi?€), 420. - 


■? arr 5HT (« 

692(11). 

’^sr^fn?: (?i?i^^), 38. 

=CTft-^ (<'181^'?), 273(11). 
(?‘>l'S|?'0), 588(11). 

^f*rt (^M'OU'S), 588(11). 

(?Fl??) (^Ki 
(=Kf??) (?!tl?K?) (^‘^FU*, 
9?), 75(11), 376, 428, 734(11), 
826(11), 838(11). 

^rq^rr ntj 

828(11). 

qi 3 zif ifw ^Tj=g qfirewTfH 
(^laix’s^), 329. 

qnqiJsflH Ihh (a|i?Fo), 480. 

5T NHIWTH (ai^U^), 

499. 

w%| 3 [r qst qsifH ^ (^FlU), 


418. 

^fj? (?c.FI?^), 631(11), 
qNVTH JTPsrfH (aii?!?.!), 26(11). 

(Ut^K?), 709 


(II). 


qqri x«?qiTY (t!?|88), 630. 

(^\m^) (?l 8 i?) {^1 
'?!?) {9!?l??) (^I3F), 55, 85, 
243, 2S2, 660. 
qf^qwfft (9!®!!!?), 283. 

qtxqi I qHiq^rfsq qw^mr- 

qT«fqjT55 (tiat^a), 694. 
qf^qi qq^q^q^q^f'^^TfH (?iauo), 95. 
q^WqqifTO'® (^<,|c:|^^), 

632(11). 

qqaqsg: ^5=), 355, 

357. 


qq^q!^?q^ qr ^TqfiqtTt^ qi tt«f)sW 
(? oFi^«), 636(n), 637(11). 
qw»TOlilt flaiftf (THl^), 640. 
qH«Hm qifq^T*rr«wt (auiu) (■«>! 
ai!-") (m?|9'=) (Ui*fiac), 60(11), 
443, 685(11), 727(11). 
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SHABAEA-BHlS YA : 


("^l^ia) (fill 
I?), %^) {nm), 175, 177, 619, 
622,740(11). 

298. 

(aRIl's), 446. 
(fniff) 625. 
(flllf's) (^flfll), 

626, 823(11). 

5wisfT^«r% (=m 

■n), 76(11). 

(Ulfll, If), 701 

(II), 709(11). 

’5?i’itT«T^sn*rt (^'Uli?), 
334(11). 

WTTO?lf%^XT'9f^T (UUI 

u, af), 671(11), 690(11). 

(ailUf), 478. 

»isft (loKifa), 

553(11). 

«n^s5Traf^ $*s^T?T’^T?rT (i®iii 
^^), 509(11). 

(fIfF), 

250. 

^ msT (Ciai^O. 288 

( 11 ). 

^T’?r ft^fiTTq'Err (ll^l^tf), 32. 
afT^ (lo^iif), 

398(11). 

^KFsi^Tifr (?|BK) (^1 
III?) (8|?l?^), 91, 153, 456. 

(8i^l'?<£, 

8 = ) (=1^1?^) (HMUfi) (l®l8|f), 
106(11), 355(11), 441(n), 507, 
514. 

l), 90(11). 

wrftiwt (fluff) («lllff) (>=1 

^1?), 90(11), 167, 449. 

=§TrfiTOtw (fifi'Q) (fifUf) (8i 
fifi) U oifKf:) (iwfif, f?) (fo| 


^m), 42, 181, 380(11), 385(11). 
392(11), 468(11), 482. 

8t5fWT«[ (If? Iff), 31. 
'tftST ^WT (flfl'S) (?|8|?) (i^l 
?I|S?, ?^), 42, 85, 126, 127. 
WT’5’^§8R^’TT#sfT^»ST!WWH'?l1^ (a 1 = 1 

f«) (foiaifa) (?o|>ai8'a) (ffi^ii^c 

ff), 464(11), 480, 607(11),’ 717 
(II), 719(11). 

^KTfr '5V Tin?) ( ? I f F) , 70. 

’vronFFW! 5*r! tTjjfi’^-GT (?i--|8,f<), 

623(11). 

vT^vuT t58fiTt*r ?ifsH (’or 

fl?f) (??lflf?, ff), 37(11), 734 
ai), 735(11). 

VT'^'ft- (flllff), 238. 

VTBBT (folfl'S'S), 575(11). 

(?ol 

fl^f), 574(11). 

WT’9: I afT’?! ^ff 

(?|8|^€), 106. 

^^i1% ■vrrr?)' (??i8i?a), 

447(11). 

vrfgfr (fififa), 736. 

VT’^r 5sfr ^a[Tfw ('siflfc), 46 
(II). 

arr^ aef^vrr 'vvmnl (?»! 

^|58-^c), 404(II)-406(n). 

632. 

^ m m%wj ( ? »wi8f, aB), 
500(11). 

(Jis’ia). 21. 

24. 

'1 

(B|?F,) 71(11). 

Wf ^ (fi?l?f), 126. 

r I f T^sriw TO’CBllft C » = I 

^l^u), .553(11). 

(8i» !»<■), 486. 
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urn w (^iiix^), 

353. 

^ ^’awg: ( ? » I a I a ) , 441 (II) . 

137. 

to 

^m) (tflBiaO, 225(11), 288(11), 
701. 

(<a|^|f) (^c|^| 

\9), 34(11), 538(11). 
f^finuT ’siWfT (?.|8U) (ai?l?^) (fl'oi 
<t), 8.5, 499, 747. 

3 [^TfH (^ 1 «>F, ?=), 

747, 750. 

f^r: SHUT HU (ei^ !=??)> 202 

(II). 

^guift (?°l?l^5), 398(11). 

WrJITHf tsimf 
HITTHT (tFia^) (ei9|3), 236(11), 
779. 

fsf^MTO ?®) 

(■^^Fiac, I'a), 144, 145, 651(11), 
6.54(11). 

HUW HWft (<£ii?K'')> 233 

(II). 

snHWUt: (fl*?l>??, ^°), 647, 

6.50. 

'hhihiubtht (5!?1*?9), 238. 
afediHi (^ifiauc), 871(11). 

(?=?iai 

U).'870(II). 

t<THiHT^HT5WlH=<?Tfu {?|>?1 

?«), 45. 

('?l5;i^>?), 126. 

aw tfii fflH (?:^K), 69. 
ufTwg (?i?i?), 2 . 
t^TfT^TiJ (5!l?!t), 2. 

w (niaiaf), 790(11). 
{?1^1B), 279. 
t?n TlffH 'HTHTBEUfH (^t'S>l'?), 387. 
ti^srf { ? « ia.l4 a), 486 

(II). 


twHH 1?^: HW HHfil ( ? ■> ia,ia:B), 
503(11). " 

tut at HTSITHHITH wfMlfH (?RF), 
70. 


l»r$iB5uawrHT hsU aignMH ( ? <= fi 
^■ a), 635(11). 

(^Ki?®), 370. 
IbcwiTHH: (?UIB»), 37. 


(UFia.'?), 728(11). 
last (Cl^ia'=^) (^'lai 

a?) (t.Flsa), 227(11), 469(11),. 
644(11). 


fst#§H ( ? = U 1 5! ) , 204(11). 

HWffiawfr ((ti^lB?), 260(11). 

('aiBJ^t), 45. 

HtHWHiff fsTHtcT wwaifl: (ai 
BISS'S, Bo) (tiBF) (tf6?U) (? = iai'a),-; 
235(11), 442(11), 507, 514, 656. 


aw H'5g;1wirufw (IIBIB) (??l 


BRS), 557, 714(11). 

(?1BUB), 96. 

I^THU seaiaw^ 3 % wt (iiai 

bB), 97, 99. 

ga wt (a|, 

^IB^, 9e), oil, 513. 


('«i!BI'i)= 34(11). 
lajw (BiBI^"). 258. 

taj# f%BinTm (? 0 111 0, 479(11). 
tstSTfr WfH (atBl^t)), 40' 



I HTH Braw ( ? Biait), 860 . 

r (iKia), 542. 

■sjuft (11 ?!■«>), 542. 

ssfHf W (fiai^'«>), 


715. 

WHSHH ■STHUfH (tlllBc), 720. 

Wf aatfw WH (Bl^U"), 251. 

(tRiaO (t^l®l?i), 673,. 

847(11). 
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SHABAEA-BHl§YA : 


frftq kliiu), 

81,83,146(11). 

(Uiai 

8 0, 483, 679(11), 787(11). 

(?»I'S>R'=) 

(?o|^|80, 601(11), 602(11). 

.^T s’lfT'srf (^iiut), 347. 

uraigt'^ g^«i: (^l-aRB, ^i), 756, 757. 
■siff TO 
63. 

TOt^ (^'RUO, 105(11). 

TO i?T^HT: BTOT^ 

10,364, 365. 

(^I'oi^O, ^0. 
vrwf% ('^1^^), 118. 
TOTI^T ( 8 U f) , 442 . 

TOfi[ «rTO (?®ltl 

^8) (M8iO (?<.imO, 375(11), 
437(11), 509(11). 

TOTO’^f^: (?«18|?, 0 (^«|'ai?0 (^“1 
mO 435(11), 436(11), 

584(11), 610(11), 845(11). 

(c^i^F), 92(11). 

stiTOT TO amfw (8i^i<t), 474. 
TOTOT TO <tTOftr (8|i?|(f), 474. 
■-■STTTOT (8|!?|i£), 474. 

•StTOl'srt ftf is^fw^sipsf (?! 

?ll), 22. 

■snwrg^hr to to 'arel (?‘?i^i??), 

807(11). 

■srr^rf^ %(T toti? 5®^?rT# g^wt 
(?OF|80, 648(11). 
fTOTTO TOTO (?RlO, 64. 
fstfl-gf ^Tff'^fTOT sng: (=i8l0, 
116(11). 

fsfpfftrog! TOffr 28(11). 

■fwtt gr Wtg: (BiaRO. 

531. 

■fTOl gr gg^ wsw g^ ^^gi (ai 
ai8 0, 536. 

■?3gigg (M8i?), 439(11). 


^3?R TOfWTiftj'gTTOt (7'?|8|i^o) (?oli^| 

, is a.O («UiaO= 174(11), 366 
(II), 373(11), 875(11). 
um^tgr (?i^i?0, 74. 

’qaiBj^sTTg grag (?l^iRa), 294. 
iQfgtT gi ggPl gij: (iFiaO, 778. 
sjlnr 626. 

f^ggf« ( 8 1 ? F) , 442 . 
gTg?:g gTg«gw«rggfgi (?»ui 
^0 (Uiai^O, 327(11), 786(11). 
gTgm! (?i7i^a.), 67. 
li^g wwKtfgg*! g;(ti*?i8«f), 02. 

'Sig TOg (till?, <t, 70 (<JF!aa) (ei8i 
8S8^) (?«I?I7 = ) (?7IBI??), 225 
(II), 258(11), 290(11), 323(11), 
702, 704, 710, 868(11). 

TOUT fesTO gsrfg (sibibO, 337. 
TOTfgTOgg?jfg (?i8i8?) (bi^i^*?), 

337,456. 

TO gg gr fgw^g ^gfg^g (=^I7I 

0. 90(11). 

^ JT TO ?g (7I7I7, ?i), 
41, 48. 

■sDgiTOBTiifTggfg (bibi?) (ii»i?0, 
516, 565. 

(9isi?8), 294. 

gfTgrgT^gt grrgag (cfitO, 210 
(II). 

TOfgg (?ia|5s), SO, Si. 

TOTOjg^: TOSTg (CIBF8), 270lHj. 
^TOTfrogg gro {?i»i») (?t8(i) (s 
m), 5,90, 110. 

wsfrstg - gigg-g^sgTi ( f « |8 F= ). 525 
(II). 

=®gggg (^i7i5><f) (stai?'’), 256, 2S4. 
#%g gggrig ggg: ^gt {?«i8i?#), 
448(11). 

gg fggglggfg? (bibi?^), 524. 
gg fgi ftgg tgT(?.i9i?0 (?iai9B), 
80,84. 
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?U^), 118. 

M3Nt 5I^^'T IT^WT^: (m«lT\), 

779{II). 

^7#t (^I'Qi's), 389. 
■t{3tTis[T!?jwf*r^T*rffi' (bi^Ixi), 451. 

401(11)." 

«g-f% (qsK), 102(11). 

(tISIx?) 189, 

.5(iS. 

^^%5fTi?T€lW ((fjrl« = ), 222(11). 

(cisi?) (ciairo), 

202(11), 270(11). 

(? »is|s?- H), 399(11), 

400(11). 

(tci'sisis), 6Uo(II). 

J]T5aif=3,»f (CUrIxC), 

207(11). 

^ ^ fsi-StHT (sr!?F), 140(11). 

’er 5ifrw M33;*rTfae;^«j: (<£t5iai!), 260 
( 11 ). 

€ ?EiT5I«T(iJT {!.l?l'i), 21. 

'U ^siTmfsr (?l?li), 23. 

^rajHTsr: (?i^ri), 11, 18. 
g’jdfs (ni'<|5f, ^’S), 
«iS4(ll), 68.5(11). 

(^‘‘Fi??), 641(11). 
^gj'^ps^g (? ?!?!?«), 684 

( 11 ). 

wiTfifr (^lifUi ?), 116. 

’srf*i«rtsr «i5r<T (xisii). 179. 

«TTSI%fJ (»RlX==) 

484. 

sw««'t!55r 

¥<;j8?) (?«>K188), 355(11), 336 
(Ilj, 559(11). 

(Clxl^'i), 204(11). 
«’??w (tTisii?*^), 834(11). 

146, S.-)4(II). 

64 


g®H?f sj'ftfff (?xlri\1), 853 

(II). 

^^fi’sfnfHUT’iii ('Si^lx^), 45 

(II). 

*ff=*TTt*rTf?i (^‘xiBIOl,), 870(11). 

^’HT wgf?r (sFin), 194 

(II). 

sgs;?%sj ^rsfT (?!««'), 91. 

(^IHI'i), 90. 
gisr^g: (?i8ra), 91. 
^75jTi?j: (tisi'a), 91. 

’95i?^ (^1B15) (OISK), 35(11), 

87. 

(3UK='), 232. 
(silic;;) (?=fi 

?'a, sa), 369,^5(11), 642(11). 

=5IIi^'3I ’3T5IT1T<!JT5J xiTljsrm^H (xFl'??) 
(a!4;55), (ai?F) (ll^l?) (^MsK) 
(? 9,lrR5), 154, 441(11), 456, 542, 
5.57,714(11). 

(’FlO («:!rIxx) (i\in), 634,664, 
726. * 

WH^T ('SlSIxO. 45(11). 

. 

x'«IT: fsTBfr: (?o|srS'i), 

433(11). 

■5T[3E:®r ’5?^T lyffifl (?*iaiB), 441 

(II). 

’0tf«^fr’C*^T'5 {'=181?B), 121 

(II). 

'S'asf’Jt ( u !=?i 

a?), 729(11). 

730(11). 

H^fsH (^'•I'aifx), 597 

(II). 

'SKW 5Z^Tfw (auixa,), 451. 
^nSl’CTgsnfJT (? = ia,i?B), 486(11). 

WTsfr I ^ ( nitiif), 

732(11). 
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litir ('aui?'?, 'a?), .11 

(II). ^ 

{UI811^)>775(II). 
t^T ■srrt^rflT'^ {^Fi 

5^)5 429. 

I ('^l?|i?'a), 124. ' 

'gffl^TSsft'fT t (itl 8 l»<£), 293 
(II). 

(=?i^i'?) (^i3in) (^itK) 

(BUIB) (iWB) (^l^U’S:) («l=?l't<j) 

(UKli), 139, 232(11), 283, 368, 
440, 540, 661, 667(11). 

('^l^l^), 140. 

WTBT ^^Kfg=5 (<'I'? 1 '?Oj 202 

(II)- 

^-sl^WreiKlt ■51^ (Bl^l^^) (??l 
sol'd) (UI'^R, *?, i!8) (Ul^l^^), 
481, 694(11), 701(11), 703(11), 
704(11), 710(11), 758(11). 

^ ^ '5ri5I^ B' ’Slf^ 

(?l'i,l'?'^, B'a) (Blfl 

|f) (Hi^iBis^), 350, 362, 381, 
879(11). 

^ (^llU'd.), 707. 

B ^ (<£UiB«), 

173(11). 

^tsrf (^'■Ul^=?)> 

324(11). 

sgr?T (?<>|si'?^). 399 

(II).- 

W: (iiUR^), 38. 

'?fc^TK«Tf=W*r (^I'il'^o, 

349. 

'HT'sdOC (S|1K) (<;»FI 8 =:), 343, 650 
JII). 

B[^Tfw (tl'SI^ i, U), 742, 744, 
748. 

^s«T ^^flr (-si^li^f), 45(11). 

(?o|!?l^c), 345(11). 


^fsT 1% ^SHT ^^frre^r: (fmi®^), 
714. 

122. 

^ ^iSf tWTKf! (tl819'?, ^ 5 ), 
693,694. 

(?i?UB), 73. 
gW 'dTtffftW (9F1U), 416. 

'5T ^ssi tw: (Bi^Ro), 496. 

'B?Nt 5fTST t^TSft ’'g’T (8|8|? = ), 320. 

(polin'?), 334(11). 

'gfgg: •EretiPsp^r: ('^UIB'S), 134. 

^ I wraTft^T§s^'mK«r1% (9i'S|ii,) (it 
b|b), 388, 5SS. 

S95IT ^tTT (8|?i^f) ( ? ?l'?l'i,5!)> 

458, 728(11). 

^ ^mrJjgFT^r^lfl^Epq 

(^RU'S), 613. 

'B'? WT (=|8|'?8), 126(11). 

’^jgsriMwt (3Fi^<j). 432. 

(^is:i!?), 127. 

<[f%<irT b's^'tD'ett (?=i3i8tE), 
415(11). 

B'^^tT^RfT WK a’Sf’CfW (8F|i!e) (fiB 

8?), 474, 697. 

(!'.!!l?K'd), fiOS 

(II). 

'lit?? ^sinfw (nt'rwB), 732{1T). 

'9' 9 t«ri (^'IoKb), 

428(11). 

# t H=5fT <rB: ^'ajwpq (v-istldd), 33.3 

(II)- 

g t ’Ff’W^KTTftr (»| 

?|8<!;), 136. 

B srit STfflJT 185^ JV^ffTW ('Sl’F?), 
615. 

(ft^lB'o), 3(!4(n). 

KT^STT {??1?W=?), 

729(11). 

W 5J?EfiT (BIBtn), 

523. 
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w f^5u (<£ixia€) 

(?<>Kl'?a) 228(11), 508 

(II), 544(11), 846(11). 

|^>!}fiufsr 4 af=Tt (BiSj 

Sx), 508. 

ufigt (SFiax) (c£i?|3C), 

172(11), 433. 

g% ’flEamafT (?»inl,x'^>, “?<£, 
5»), 546(11), 548(11), 551(11). 
uuat uw wu (??i^ii->), 

/4^ (II). 

UT%!% afaEn I 

(??j5iY«:) (»?ibiH), 756(11), 781 
(II). 

838(11). 

uiaia»siTJa*i (xi'ii) {5m,i?5), 

170,346. 

UT«ttsfTUf«% (sisi?), 270. 

UT ai aafau (u?i 

S’ 4) (voaito, '■tf), 119, 459(11). 
Ul’C’sft 'afU^T% ^T^KJT (^Ha^"), 
373. 

waa; (sui 

9 a), 545. 

aiau («i?ia), 491. 

uia as^fa aT?F«^lfa (ii?|55), 5.54. 
UTfu'ii^K®5t:'¥ (ui?ia),569. 
arwr I t«fi' (a!9i?F), 40(11). 

uwasanr: (^ai^e) (cm 
«x) (<“I?K«), 79(11), 178(11), 
423(11). 

uwr {«ri'?iP'>), 214(11). 

’Tcm «qa«nmaK: i 

awa aw « 

(??ai?), 661(11). 

ui»fia€tEr^ uHffe*! fu^na’a (?ti8i 
to), 777(11). 

UjfatafiP? '^wi; (fKl?^), 

738. 


ftSsT ^l-araaiT fa^a^fHx:Tf%5r 
#NTfa (=1x18), 91(11). 

(^lOFx), 397. 

(^S8a°), 326. 

l^wur ufari'5j;j ( 5 1 8 a o ) , 326. 

^<1 1 afl aTj: (4 '^i^f), 826(11). 

(^1^1? 8), 292. 

5i3raT%*r (^Fin, w) 

(3|^i?8) (<tlU8i), 174(11), 252, 
254,293. 

aaafwt^fa (?xi'?l5?)! 837 
(II)' 

5®.a>®T (ttorts), 767(11). 

sj^Tfcr tsr (?aixt) 

(^ai^?) (<£ai??)j 53, 127, 146 

Sfg3 ■g-w^HUHTH (cl^l'fO), 253(11). 

58. 

(?.|8F'o), 104. 

I tar (?Fa.tf;), 713(11). 

i ^jarruau awr: (^ai^^), 126. 

j UTfa '©rgi (ilxl?<£), 565. 

I Erau (taa) (^a?, ^>0) (tl^?! 

I 0?) (oiBa"), 60(11), 85, 137, 

i , 150 , 651 . 

i uw ^grfiT (fFIx^), 771. 

(xl9iu), (BixFi) 
i (’"ioi’a) (?<=|8F), 184, 437(11), 

483, 615(11). 

{?ai?, C, ?»), 39, 45. 
ftftrSi^az as<tfu (fa^o), 
(?l8l<f), 273, 344. 

at ^ra gw gafg 

(S|8at), 335. 

uluT’g agiu agx:f?i rgg g- (uaa^?), 

748(11). 

^urg fasut azaraw fasitft (^oi^i 
■08), 384(11). 

glUT I aif^ uw: (o^aa), 90 

(II). 

; g^gjgsrTagawsjcg^u: (fail”), 632. 
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308. 

ftHK’nr (xixl*?'=), 163. 

^ fsTl%; (‘?im=?) ( 8 RI =?°5 '?'!>) 
(^I?|C) ('OIBlO ('3i«F) ('^UR^) (<£l 
RiO (?°l?|8e) 

(i=i?WR) (?°|8R, 8) (URl^, 
(URR'S), 53(11), 59(11), 82(11), 
181, 234(11), 330(11), 333(11), 
420(11), 457(11), 502, 506, 656, 
667(11), 674(11), 721(11). 

(51BR!?), 333. 

(Si'SIs?, ss) (BRRf), 402, 481. 

'ftag {^'^IxR'a), 721(11). 

B)^R^Ta}<TT«lt BRI (^'RR), 

439(11). 

^ wfTfw (flrRe)> 650, 

(5FI?<f), 421. 

#*nH!T: (?RR, (£, ii), 40, 45, 47. 

(?«ixi8'a, sc), 

363(11), 364(11). 

S=^ W^b: (aRR), 571. 
^WT jnasjraTBsrPff (<fRR^), 220 ( 11 ). 
^’?)rr Bff: BftBfTT {€RR), 236 I 

' ( 11 ). I 

(BRIO'S), (^olfKO. I 
423(11), 446. I 



W^ft- ^TtSTTSfE ( ? ■> U R » ) , 31 1 

(II). 

^TW ElRflBt ('ORRC) (eixR*?), 28 
(II), 200(11). 

BJira w. . . . ^htTst t ^ 

wgvT^ (^RIU) (8RR), 213, 

; 441.; : 

(8RF), 442. 

^ t ERsf 3RTfB (^R|8f) (^Rl^a) 
(<£RR) ('"IRRR), 127, 235(n), 
251(11), 290. 


wsffsjr^ <RTf?r (sFR's) (^''RKi), 

428(11), 478. 

(5FR'S>), 419. 

(xRiC), 116. 

(uaiSo) (?:?!??), 106, 

126. 

iTT 4 '>fl ST^TfB (cisH) (CRl'l?), 

'' 119(11), 229(11). 

(=I?R?), 74 

(II). " 

^f^fiTSTmRifrr(M8Ro), loti. 

R1E5IT ( ? ? ; S i S S ) , 7S,"» 

(II). 

BT w ( f ?! 8 i 

C), 745(11). 

^^irr BTJBSrfWi (BRi?) (HiSIr'i), 466, 
470, 528. 

B?BT g 1! (S| 

BR'^), 529. 

:^^TBT B^<T(?RI?) (SRR, S) (cR| 

fs), 4, 5(11), 7(11), 87(11). 

(5FR=^) (SRi?’i) (SRI 

?), 20(11), 420. 54t>. 

^masjSFTBT 'sf^H (?i8F). 92, 

(C|SJ1?S). 12i 

(II). 

^TRufir BW ’ 5 :’?'' ('■'M’r'i), 

316(11). 

(*Fi8), 140. 

'sriBwfHTOrfJs^tB (s sis') 
(f|8RB). 3.15, OSS. 

248. 

(SRR8). 239. 

(?1813<.). lllli, 

fettP? MTWt? (’FRC). 49. 

W WBRJ refifw I fisii- ?), 

47. 

RSrifE (»Rif ). i37. 
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(^lai^^) 

. (9FI?'?), 320, 416. 
f%xwna: W! (t>Kl^f), 

18 (11). '’ 

155(11). 

-^TSireTXHraTX^ 
n), 385(11), 392(11), 

393(11). 

^ifu (?»i 

5K)^), 425(11). 

■D’wrfw (i?i?FB), 301. 

'flftfii igfs^Tura firasi (^1^!'?'=), 165. 

hI sr 

^f?T (^I'Ql^'o), 749. 


■»?fTUT«i Ti^Tw^ng ( ? o I ^ I ? 8 ) , 

404(11). 

«??T (f|8|i?T), 689. 

(^UR'?) (^IxK'O) (^1 
?l^^) (Bltl^-a) (ini8) (i(o|'S|^), 
126 150, 306, 453, .541, .578(11). 

H'si’fr 1^: (*?i 

41^?), 127. 

'fRTsg an'|in§ si (^^141??), 127. 
■firn HTfnc^uT^^t (fl'si44), 397. 

(^oi^'s), 

357. 

swu: (^IH.I^'a), 357. 




SELECT OPINIONS 


Sylvain Levi : The Gaekwad’s Series is standing 
at the head of the many collections now pub- 
lished in India. 

Asiatic Review, London : It is one of the best 
series issued in the East as regards the get up of 
the individual volumes as well as the able 
editorship of the series and separate works. 

Presidential Address, Patna Session of the Oriental 
Conference : Work of the same class is being 
done in Mysore, Travancore, Kashmir, Benares, 
and elsewhere, but the organisation at Baroda 
appears to lead. 

Indian Art and Letters, London : The scientific 
publications known as the “Oriental Series” 
of the Maharaja Gaekwar are known to and 
highly valued by scholars in all parts of the 
world. 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, London : 
Thanks to enlightened patronage and vigor- 
ous management the “ Gaekwad’s Oriental 
Series” is going from strength to strength. 

Sir Jadunath Sarkar, Kt. : The valuable Indian 
histories included in the “ Gaekwad’s Ori- 
ental Series” will stand as an enduring 
monument to the enlightened liberality of 
the Ruler of Baroda and the wisdom of his 
advisers. 

The Times Literary Supplement, London: These 
studies are a valuable addition to Western 
learning and reflect great credit on the 
editor and His Highness. 


GAEKWAD’S ORIENTAL SERIES 


Criticai editloiis of imprinted and original works of Oriental 
Literature, edited by competent scholars, and piiMIshed 

at the Orienta! Institute, Baroda 

L BOOKS PUBLISHED, 

L., KavyamlmatlisS ; a work on poetics, by Rajasekliara 
(880-920>.D.) : edited by C. D. Dalai and R. Ananta- 
krishna Sastry, 1916, Reissued, 1924, Third edition 
revised and enlarged Pandit K. S. Ramaswami . 
Shastri of the Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1934 , .■ 2-0 

TMs book Ims bem sei as a UM-book by several UnimrsUies including 

Benares^ Bombay, and Patna. 

2. Naranarayanananda : a poem on the Paui*anic story of 

Arjnna and Krsna’s rambles on Mount Girnar, by Vas- 
tupSla, Minister of Eong Viradhavala of Dholka, com- 
posed between Samvat 1277 and 1287, Le., A.D. 1221 ' 
and 1231 : edited by 0. D. Dalai and R. Anantakrishna ' 
Sastry, 1916 .. ■ Out of print 

3. ' Tarkasahgraha ; a work on Philosophy (refutation of 

Yaisesika theory, of atomic creation) by Anandajoana 
or Anaiidagiri, the famous commentators on Sahkara- 
ci^ya^s Bhasyas, who flourished in the latter half of 
the 13th century : edited by T. M. Tripathi, 1917, Out of prints 

4. Partliaparikrama : a drama describing Arjuna's re- 

covery of the cows of King Virata, by Prahladanadeva, 
the founder of Palanpur and the younger brother' of 
the. Paramara king of Chandra vati (a state in Mirwar), ■ 
and a feudatory of the kings of Guzerat, who was a 
Yiivaraja in Samvat 1220 or A.D. 1164: edited by 
e. D, Dalai, 1917 . . ^ . . . Out of prifd. 

5* Ristraudhavamsa : an Mstorical poem (Mahakivya) 
describing the history ^ of the Bagulas of Mayuragiri, 
from Piflstraudha, king ■ of Kanauj and the origmator 
of the dynasty, to Narayana ShSh of Mayuragiri, by 
Rudra Kavi, composed in 6aka 1518 or A.D. 1596: 
edited by Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with Intro- 
duction by C. D. Dalai, 1917 * . . « Out of print 

6 . LMginuiSasaiia : on Grammar, by Vamana, who lived 

betwwn the last quarter of the 8th century and the 
fi,r8t quarter of the 9th century: edited by C. D, 

Dalai, 1918 .. ,.0-8 

7. Vasantavllasa : an historical poem (Mahakavya) de- 

scribing the life of ■ Vastupala and the history of 



: ■■■ ■ . ■' 

^ Bilaohandrasuri (from Modheraka or 
Kadi Prant, Baroda ^ State), contemporary 
of Vastnpala, composed after Ms death for his son in 
' Samvat 1296 (A.D. 1240) : edited by C, D. Dalai, 1917 1-8 

8. RSpakasatkam ; six dramas by Vatsaraja, minister of 

Paramardideva of Kalinjara, who lived between the 
2nd half of the 12th and the 1st quarter of 13tli cen- 
tury : edited by 0. D. Dalai, 1918 , . Out of print, 

9. Mohaparajaya ; an ■allegorical ' drama, describing the 

overcoming of King Moha (Temptation), or the conver- 
sion of Kumarapala, the Chalukya King of Giizerat, 
to Jainism, by Yasahpala, an officer of King Ajaya- 
deva, son of Kumarapala, who reigned from A.D. 1229 
to 1232 : edited by Muni Chaturvijayaji with Introduc- 
tion and Appendices by 0. D. Dalai, 1918 . . 2-0 

10. Hammiramadamardana ; a drama glorifying the two 

brothers, Vastupala and Tejahpala, and their King Ylra- 
dhavala of Dhqlka, b^^ Jayasiiiihasurl, pupil of Vlra- 
suri, and an Acarya of the temple of MiinisiiTratri 
at Broach, composed between Sam vat 1270 and 12,S6 
or A.D. 1220 and 1239 : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1020 . . 2-0 

11. Udayasundarikatha : a romance (Campu, in prose and 

poetry) by Soddhala, a contemporary of and patronised 
by the three brothers, Chchittaraja, Nagarjima, and 
Mummuniraja, successive rulers of Koiikan, composed 
between A.D. 1026 and 1050 : edited by 0, D. Dalai 
and Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya, 1920 , . . 2-4 

12. Mahavidyavidambana : a work on Nyaya Philosophy, 

by Bhatta VMindra who lived about A.D. 1210 to 
1274 : edited by M. R. Teiang, 1920 , . . . 2-8 

13. Pracinagurjarakavysangraba ; a collection of old 

Guzerati poems dating from 12th to 15th centuries 
A.D. : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1920 , , . . 2-4 

14. Kumarapalapratibodba : a biographical work in 

Prakrta, by Somaprabhacharya, composed in Sanrvat 
1241 or A.D. 1195 : edited by Muni Jinavijayaji, 1920 7-S 

15. Ga^akarika t a work on Philosophy (Pasupata School), 

by Bhasarvajna who lived in the 2nd half' of the ICltii 
century : edited by C. D. Dalai, 1921 . . . . 14 

16. ' Safigitamakaranda : a work on Music, by Xarada : 

edited by' M. R. Teiang, 1920 .. 24) 

17. Kavmdricarya List : hst works in the 

' collection of. Kavindracarya,. a Benares Pandit 

A.D.) : edited - by.-. R.. 'Anantakrishna Shastrv, with a 
■ loreword by Dr. Ganganatha Jha, 1921 . . ‘ . . 1 1 - 1 2 

18. .■VarabagfhyasStra ; ■l^dic. - ritual (domestic) of the . ■ ■ 

, ' ■ Yajurveda : edited by Dr. B. Shamasastry, 1920 . . ti-10 

19. Lekhapaddbat! : a collection of models of state and pri- 

. vate documents, dating from 8th to 15th centuries A.D. : 



, . Ra ■ A«' 

^ edited by' C. D, Dalai and G.' K. SMeoniekar, 

■ .1925 , .. ■ ' ■„ ■; ^ , ..,! .V,2™0 - 

20. Biiavisayattakahi or Paicamikaba : a romance 'in ' 

Apabbramsa language, by Dbanapala {oirca 12tb cen- 
tury} : edited by C. D, Dalai and Dr. P. D. Guiie, 1923 

21. A Descriptive Catalogue of tbe Palm-leaf and Im- 

portant Paper MSS. in tbe Bhandars at Jessal- 
mere, conip.ilecl by C. D. Dalai and edited by .Pandit 

L. B. Gandlii, 1923 . . . . " . . 3'~4 

.22, Parasiira.makalpasatra ; a work on Tantra,.witb com- . 
mentary by Ramesvara: edited, by A. Mahadeva 
Sastiy, B.A,, 1923 ‘ Out of prini^. 

23. . Nityotsava: a supplement to the Parasuramakalpasitra 

by Umanandanitha : edited b3^ A. Mahadeva 'Sastry, 

B.A., 1923. Second revised edition by Swami Tirvik- 
rama Tirtlia, 1930 . . « » , , . » 5-# 

24. Taiitraralia.8ya : a work on the Prab.hakara School 

o,f Pilrvamlmamsa, bj’ Eamaniijaoarj^a : edited Dr. 

R. Sliamasastr\% 1923 ■ . . . . ' Out ofprinL 

25,32. Saiiiarangaita : a work on arcMtecture, town- 
planning, and engineering, by king Bhoja of Dhara 
(11th ceiitiirv) *. edited hr Mahamahopadh^^'aj^a T. 
Cianapati Shastri, Ph.D. Illustrated. 2 vols., 1924-1925 10-0 

26,, 41. Sadliana.ma!a : a Buddhist Tantric text of rituals, 
dated 1165 A.D., consist.ing of 312 small works, com- 
posed by distinguished writers : edited hy Benoytosh 
Bhattacharvva. M.A., Ph.D. Illustrated, 2 vols., 1925- 
1928 ‘ ‘ ... . ... .. 14-0 

27. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS* in tbe Central 

Library, Baroda : compiled by G. K, Shrigondekar, 

M. .A., and K. S. Ramaswami Shastri, with a Preface 

B. Blmttacharvya,- Ph.D., in 12vols.,. vol. I (Veda^ 
Vedalaksana, and Upanisads), 1925 . , . . 6-0 

28. Manasollasa or Afobllasitarthacmtamapi : an eno}’'- 

cloptedic work treating of one hundred different topics 
connected with the Ro\'aI household and the Royal 
court, b\" Somes varadeva, a Chaluk^^a king of the 12th 
cent'urv : edited by G. K. Shrigondekar, M.A., 3 vols,, 
vol. I ‘1925 .. .. 2-12 

29. Nalavllisa : a drama hy Ramachandrasuri, pupil of 

Hemachandrasuri, describing the Pauranika story of 
Nala and Damavant! : edited by G, K. Shrigondekar, 

M.A., and L. B. Gandhi, 1926 ‘ .. *.2-4 

3(1, 3L Tattvasangraha : a Buddhist philosophical work 
of the 8th century, by Sintaraksita, a Professor at 
Xilanda with Pailjiki (commmiury) by his disciple 
Kamalasfla, also a Professor at Naknda : edited by 
Pandit Embar Krishnamacharya with a Foreword 
by B. Bliattachary^'a, M.A., Ph.D., 2 vols., 1926 . • 24-0 



■Rb#"' A* 

S3, 34. ' Mirat- by A1 Mabammad Kban, tke 

lastiloghiil Bewan of ■Gujarat : edited in tbe original ■ 
Rersiaix by Syed Nawab Ali, M.A., Professor of Persian, 

■ Baroda College, 2 vols,, illustrated, I926-1928 ^ 19-8 

35. ManavagrbyasHtra ■: a work on V^e ritual (domestic) 
of the Yajurveda with the Bhasya of ■' Astavakra : 
edited with an- introduction in Sanskrit by Pandit 
Ramakrishna Harshaji ^astri, with a Preface byProl 
^ B. C.Lele, 1926 .. .. .. ... ; 5-§ 

36,68. NatyaSastra ; of 'Bharata with the commentary of ; ^ 

Abhinavagupta of Kashmir : edited by M. Ramakrishna 
Kavi, M A.,.4 vols,, voL I, illustrated, 1926, voL II, 1934 11-# 
YoLl {out of print). 

37. Apabhramsakavyatrayi ; consisting of three works, 

the Carcari, Upadesarasayana, and Kilasvarupakulaka, 
by Jinadatta Suri (12th century) with commentaries : 
e&ted with an elaborate introduction in Sanskrit by 

L. B. Gandhi, 1927 ... . . ' 4-§ 

38. Nyayaprave§a,. Part I (Sanskrit Text}.; 'on Buddhist 

Logic of Dinnaga, with commentaries of Haribhadi’a 
Suri and Parsvadeva: edited by Principal A. B. Dhruva, 

M, A.,' LL.B., Pro-Viee-GhanceHor, Hindu tTiiiversity, 

Benares, 1930 . . . . . • • • • 

39. Nyayapravesa, Part II (Tibetan Text): edited with 

introduction, notes, appendices, etc., by Pandit Vidhii- 
sekhara Bhattacharyya, Principal, VidyabhaYana, Vis- 
vabharati, 1927 • . . . . . . . 1-8 

40. Advayavajrasahgraha : consisting of twenty short 

works on Buddhist philosophy by Advayavajra/a Bud- 
dhist savant belonging to the 11th century A.!)., 
edited' by Mahamahopadhvava Dr. Haraprasad SaBtrl, 

M.A., O.I.E., Hon. B.Litt.,*' 1927 . , . . 2-0 

42, 60. Kaipadrukosa : standard work on Sanskiit Lexico- 

graphy, by Kesava : edited with an elaborate introduc- 
tion by the late Pandit Ramavatara Sharma, 
■Sahityacharya, M.A., of Patna and index 'by Pandit 
Shrikant Sharma, 2 vols., voL I (text), vol, II (index), 
1928-1932, ... .. , , ... l,4-§ 

43. Mirat-i-Ahmadi Supplement s by Ali Muhammad 

Khan. Translated into English from the original 
, Persian by Mr. 0. .N. Seddon, I.C.S. (relmd), and Prof, 

Syed, Nawab Ali, M.A. Illus,trated. Corrected reissue, 

1928. .. .. , : tK8 

44. Two Vajrayana Works : comprising Prajilopfiyavinis- 

..cayasiddhi of Anangavajra and JnaiiE^iddhi of Indm- 
bhiti— two important' works belonging to the little 
■known ..Tantra" school of Buddhism (Sth century 
A.D.),;. edited by ,B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 1929 3-0 

45, Bhavaprakasaija ■■:" of ■■ Saraditanaya, a comprehensive 

work on' Dramaturgy "and Rasa, belonging to 
A.D. 1175-1250 ; edited by His Holiness Yadugirl 
' Yatiraja 'Swami,- Melkot, and K. S. Ramaswami Sastri, ■ 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1929 .. 7-0 
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46, ^Rimacarlta : of Abhinaiida, Court poet of Haravarsa . ^ : 

■ probably tbe same as Devapala of tbe Paia B3masty of 
Bengal (cir. 9th. century A.D.) : edited by K. S. Rama- ■■ 
swami Sastrij 1929 .. . . . 7-8 

47. Naijarajayasobliusana ; by NrsimhakaTi alma AbM- 

nava, Kalidasa, a work on Sanskrit Poetics and relates 
to the glorification of Nahjaraja, son of Virabhupa of 
Mysore : edited by Pandit E, Krishnamachaiya, 1030 fi-O 

48, Nityadarpaiia : on dramaturg}^, by Ramacaiidra Sort 

with his own commentaiy : edited by Pandit L. B. 

Candhi and G. K. Shrigondekar,. M.x4.. 2 ¥ols., yol. Ij 

1929 . , , . . , . . . 4-8 

49. Pre-DMniga Buddhist Texts on Lotic from 

Chinese Sources : containing the English translation 
of Safdmsim of Aryadeva, Tibetan text and English 
translation of Vigraha-vymartam of Nagarjuna and the , 
re -translation into Sans.lmt from Chinese of Vpayahr- ' 
dmjB and TarkaMstra : edited by Prof. Giuseppe' Tucoi, 

1930 ■■ .. ■ , ... ■ ... 9-0- 

60. Mlrat-i-Alim.adi Supplement: Persian text giving 
an account of Guzerat, by Ali Muham.mad lihan : 
edited by Syed Xawab Ali, M.A., Principal, Bahaud- 
diii College,. Junagadh, 1930 .. .* .. 6-0 

6L Trisastisalakapurusacaritra ; of Hemacandra, trans- 
lated irdo English with copious notes by Dr. Helen 

M. Johnson of Osceola, Missouri, U.S.A. 4 vols., voL I 

(Adlsvaracaritra), illustrated, 1931 .. ... 15-0 

62. Daodaviveka : a comprehensive Penal Code of the, 

ancient Hindus by. Vardhamana of the loth century 
A,D. : edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Kamala Krsna 
Smrtitlrtha, 1931 .. .. .. ■ .. . ,8-8 

63. Tatliagataguhyaka or Guhyasam.aja : the earliest and 

the most authoritative work of the Tantra School of 
the Buddhists |3rd century A.D.} : edited by B. Bhatta- 
charyya,Ph.D., 1931 .* ■. 4:~4 

64. Jayikhyasafhhita : an authoritative Pancaratra work 

of the 5th century A.D., highly, respected by the South 
Indian Vaisnavas: edited, by Pandit E, Krishnama- 
char^^ya of Vadtal, with one illustration in nine colours 
and a Foreword by B.’Bhattaoharyya, Ph.D., 1931 . . 12-0 

65. Kavyilankarasarasaingraha ; .of Udbhata with the 

commentary, probably the, same as Udbhata viveka of 
iviljinaka Tiiaka (11th century A.D.}: edited by K. S. 
Ramaswami Sastri, 1931. , ^ * . • . 2-0 

66. Parananda Sutra: an... ancient Tantric work of the 

Hindus in Siitra form giving^ details of many practices 
and rites of a new School of Tantra : edited by Swami 
Trivikrama Tirtha with a' Forewwd by B. Bhatta- 
charyya, Ph.D., 1931 "■ .. 3-0 
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67 j :69. Ahsaii-ut«Tawarik^ history of the Safawi Period of 
, History, 15th and 16th centuries, by Hasan- 

: : ' . ' i-Rnmlii : edited by C. N. Seddon,/ I.CaS. (furred), ■ 
Reader in Persian and Marathi, University of Oxford, 

2 vols. (Persian text and translation in English), 

' 1932-34 ... .. .. , , 19-8 

58. Padmananda Mahakavyaj giving the life history of 

Rsabhadeva, the first Tirthankara of the Jainas^ by ■ 
Ainarachandra Kavi of the 13th century: edited by ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

, H, R. Kapadia, M.A., 1932 . . ' - I . .V ; 14-0 

59. Sabdaratnasamanvaya : an interesting lexicon ■ of the y 

Nanartha class in Sanskrit compiled by the Maratha 
King Sahaji of Tanjore: edited by Pandit Vitthala 
^astri, Sanskrit PathaiSala, Baroda, with a Foreword by 
B. Bhattaoharyya, Ph.D., 1932 .. .> 11-0 

61. ' Saktisangama Tantra : a volnminons 'coinpendiuin of 

the Hindu Tantra comprising four books on Kali, Tara, 
Sundari and Chhinnamasta : edited by E. Bhatta- 
charyya, M.A.,, Ph.D., 4 vols., vol. I, Kalikhanda, 1932 2-S 

62. Prajnaparamitas : commentaries on the Prajriapara- 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work : edited by 
Giuseppe Tucci, Member, Italian Academy, 2 vols., 
vol. I, 1932 .. .. 12-0 

63. Tarikh-l-Mxibarakhshahi : an authentic and contem- 

porary account of the kings of the Saiyyid Dynasty of 
Delhi : translated into English from original Persian by 
Kamal Krishna Basu, M.A., Professor, T.N.J. College, 
Ehagalpur, with a Foreword by Sir Jaduiiath Sarkar, 

Kt., 1932 . . ' ■ . . . . . . 7-S 

64. Siddhantabindn : on Vedanta philosophy, by Madhiiso- 

dana Sarasvati with commentary of Piiriisottaina : 
edited by P. C. Divanji, M.A., LL.M., 1933 .. . 11-0 

65. Istasiddhi : on Vedanta philosophy, by Vimiiktatma, 

disciple of Avyayatma, with the author’s own eominent- 
ary: edited by M. Hiriyanna, M.A., Retired Pro,fes3or 
of Sanskrit, Maharaja’s College, Mysore, 1933 . . 

66. 70, 73. Shabara-Bliasya : on the Mlmaiiisa Sutras of 

Jaimini.: Translated into English by Mahamahopfidli* 
yaya' Dr.. Ganganath' Jha, M.A,, D.Litt., etc*,, 

Chancellor, University of Allahabad, in 3 vols.. I!i33- 
1936 ■ ... .. .. 

67. Sanskrit Texts from' Bali ; .comprising a large nuiii. 

ber of Hindu .and .Buddhist ritualistic, religious and 
. , other texts recovered from the islands of Java and J »ali 
■ with comparisons edited by Professor Svlvain Levi, 

.'. 1933 , ■,.* ■ . 3-8 

71. Narayana Sataka .;. a devotional poem of high literary . 
merit by Vidyakara.with the. commentary of Pitanibara : 

. edited by Pandit Shrikant Sharma, 1935 , . . , 2-0 
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72. Eijadliarnia-Kaiistiiblia.: an elaborate Smrti work , on, 
Rajaciliarma, Rajaniti' and the .rec|iiiremeiits of kingSj 
by Aiiantadeva : edited by the late Mahamahopadliyaya 
Kamak Krishna Bmrtitirtha, 1935 

74 , Portiigeese Vocables in Asiatic Langiiages : trans- 
lated into English from Portuguese by Prof. A. X, 
SoareSj M.A., LL.B., Baroda College, Barocla, 1936 , , 

. II. BOOKS IN ■ THE PRESS* 

L Natyasastra : edited bv M. Ramakrishna Kawi, 4 vols*, 
voi.III. 

2, .Miiiasollasa or Abhilasitarfchacintamani, edited by C4. K. 
Slirigondekar, M.A., 3 voIs.yvoL IL 

A Dasciiptive Catalogue of MSS. In the Jain Bhan- 
dars at Pattaii : edited from the notes of the late 
Mr. C, D. Dalai, M.A., by L. B. Gandhi, 2 toIs. 

4. Aiaiiikaramaliodadlii ; a famous work on Sanskrit 

Poetics composed by Narendraprabha Suri at the 
request of ^ilinister Vastiipala in 1226 A.D. edited by 
Lalchaiidra B. Gandhi of the Oriental Institute, Baroda, 

5. Sdktlmiiktavali : a. well-known Sanskrit wovk on 

Anthology, of Jalhana, a contemporaiw of King Krsna 
of the Northern Yadava Dynasty (A.D. 1247): edited 
by Pandit E. Krislina.mac!iarva, Sanskrit Pathasala, 
VadtaL* . 

6. Trisastisalikipiiresacaritra : of Hemacandra : trans- 

lated into English by Dr. Helen .M. Johnson, 4 vols., 
voL II. 

7. Gaiiltatllaka ; .of Srlpati w-ith the co.mmentary of 

Siinhatiiaka, a non- Jain work on Arithmetic with 
a ftaiii commentary :■ edited b}" H. Ru Kapiadia, "^I.A. 

8.. Dvadasaranayacakra : an ancient polemical treatise 
giving a resume of ti'ie different phi,losoph.ical systems 
with a refutation of the- same from the Jain stand- 
point by ^lallavadi Surl witli a commentary by 
iSimhasuri Gani : edited by Muni Caturvijaya-ji. 

9, Nayakaratna : a commentary on the Nyayaratiiamala 
of Partliasarathi Misra- by Ramanujaof the Prabhakara 
School : edited by K. S, Eamasw’'ami Sastri of tlie 
Oriental Institute, Baroda. ^ . 

ICk Haifisa-Vilisa : of Hamsa Bhik^u : forms an elaborate 
.„.defe.iice....of the various mystic practices a.nd worship: 
edited by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

.11., , Tattvasangraha : of ..-fentarak^ita with the commen- 
tary of Kanialaslla::- ■translated into English by Malm- 
maliopaclhyaya Dr. Gangaimth Jha. 


RSa A. 

ICH) 


III. BOOKS UNDER PREPARATION. 


1, A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS, In the Oriental 

Institute^ Baroda : compiled by the Library stsi, 12 
vol8,» voL 11 (Sranta* Bharma, and Orhya Sdtras). 

2. Praifiaparamitas ; commentaries on the PrajhSpira* 

mita, a Buddhist philosophical work : edited by Prof. 
Giuseppe Tucci, 2 vols., voL II. 

S. Saktisangama Tantra : comprising four books on KiE* 
Tara, Sundarl, and Chhinnamasta : edited by 
B. Bhattacharyya, Ph.D., 4 vols., vols, IHV. 

4. Natyadarpana : introduction in Sanskrit giving an 
account of the antiquity and usefulness of the In- 
dian drama, the different theories on Rasa, and an ex- 
amination of the problems raised b}" the text, by 
L. B. Gandhi, 2 vols., voL II. 

6. Gurjararasavali : a collection of several old Gujarati 

Rasas : edited by Messrs. B. K, Thakore, M. D. Desai, 
andM. 0. Modi. 

6 ,. Parasurama-Kaipasutra : an important work on Tantra 
with the commentary of Ramesvara : second revised 
edition by Swami Trivikrama Tirtha. 

7. Tarkabhasa; a work on Buddhist Logic, by Mok^akara 

Gupta of the Jagaddala monastery : edited with a 
Sanskrit commentary by Pandit Embar Krishnama- 
charya of Vadtal. 

8. Madhavanala-Kamakandala : a romance in old Western 

Rajasthani by Ganapati, a Kayastha from Amod: 
edited by M. R. Majumdar, M.A., LL.B. 

9. A Descriptive Catalogue of MSS, In the Oriental 

Institute, Baroda; compiled bv the Library staff, 12 
vois„ vol. Ill (Smrti MSS.). 

10. An Alphabetical List of MSS, in the Oriental Insti- 

tute, Baroda : compiled from the existing card cata- 
logue by the Superintendent, Printed Section. 

11. 'Nitikalpataru : the famous NitI work of K^emendra : 

edited by Sardar K. M. Panikkar, M.A., of Patiala. 

12. Ghhakkammuvaeso : an Apabhranisa work of the Jains 

containing , didactic religious teachings,.: edited by 
L. B- Gandhi, Jain Pandit. 

■13, . Saitirat Siddhantar the well-known work on Astro- 
, ■ ^nomy , of ' Jagannatha ■ Pandit: critically edited with 
numerous diagrams .by. Pandit Kedar Nath, Majjyotisi, 
Jaipur. 

:M.„; Vlmalaprabha : the .famous commentary on the Kala* 
..cakra Tantra and the most important work of the 
. Kalaeakra School of the ■ Buddhists : edited with com- 
.. . paris.ons of the Tibetan and Chinese versions by Giuseppe 

Tueci of the Italian Academy, 
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15. Nispannayogimbara Taatra ; . describing a large' 

number, of ma^-dalas or magic circles and imnieroiis 
deities : edited by B. Bhattaeliaryya. 

16. Basatin-i-Salatiii : a .contemporary account . of tlie 

Sultans of Bijapur: translated into Englisb b}- M. A. 

Kazi of the Baroda College and B. Bbattaoiiaryya. 

17. Madana Mahariiava :. a Sm.pti work principally dealing' 

with tbe doctrine of Karmavipaka composed during 
tbe reign of .Mlndbata son of Madanapala: edited by 
Einbar Krishnamachai’ya. 

18. TrisastiSalakapnrusacaritra ; of Heniacandra:' trans- ' • / 

lated into English bv Dr. Helen Johnson, 4 vols., 

Tols. III-IF. 

19. Krtyakalpataru : 'Of Laksmidiiara, minister of King, 

Govindachandra of KanauJ : edited by Principal K. V. . 
Raiigaswami Aiyangar, Hindu University, Benares. 

20. Brbaspatl Sinrtl, being a reconstructed text of the 

now lost work of Biiiaspati : edited by Prhicipal K. V. 
Raiigaswami Aiyangar., Hindu Universitj^ Benares. 


For further particulars please communicate 
with — 

The Dibeotoe, 

Ofimtal InMUnte, Baroda^. 
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THE GAEKWAD’S STUDIES IN RELIGION AND; 
PHILOSOPHY/' 


EsV 


A. 


The Comparative Study , of. Religioas : [Contents:', 

I, the sources and nature of religious truth. II, super- 

natural beings, good and bad. Ill, the soul, its nature, 
origin, and destiny. IV, sin and suffering, salvation 
and redemption. V, religious practices. VI, the emo- 
tional attitude and religious ideals] : by Alban A, 
Widgery,M.A., 1922 .• 

Goods and Bads: being the substance of a series of 
talks and discussions with H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad 
of Baroda. [Contents: introduction. I, physical values. 

II, intellectual values. Ill, aesthetic values, IV, 
moral value. V, religious value. VI, the good life, its 
unity and attainment]: by Alban G. Widgery, M.A., 

1920. (Library edition Rs. 5) . . 3-0 


Immortality and other Essays: [Contents: I, philos- 
ophy and life. II, immortality. Ill, morality and 
religion. IV, Jesus and modern culture. V, the 
psychology of Christian motive. VI, free Catholicism 
and non-Christian Religions. VII, Nietzsche and 
Tolstoi on Morality and Religion. VIII, Sir Oliver 
Lodge on science and religion. IX, the value of con- 
fessions of faith. X, the idea of resurrection. XI, 
religion and beauty. XII, religion and history, 

Xin, principles of reform in religion]: by Alban G. 
Widgery, M.A., 1919. (Cloth Rs. 3) . . . . 2-0 


Confutation of Atheism ; a translation of the Hadds4- 
Halila or the tradition of the Myrobalan Fruit : trans- 
lated by Vali Mohammad Chhanganbhai Momin, 1918 . . 0-14 


Conduct of Royal Servants : being a collection of verses 
from the Viramitrodaya with their translations in 
English, Gujarati, and Marathi:, by B. Bhattacharwa, 
M.A.,Ph.D. .. 


0-6 



